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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

Federal  Highway  Administration 

Intermodai  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act  of  1991;  Impiementation 
Guidance 

agency:  Federal  Highway 
Administration  (FHWA),  DOT. 
action:  Notice. 

SUMMARY:  The  FHWA  in  order  to 
assure  wide  dissemination  of 
implementation  guidance  on  the 
Intermodai  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act  of  1991  (ISTEA)  (Pub.  L. 
102-240, 105  Stat.  1914),  (which  it  has 
issued  to  its  regional  and  division 
offices)  is  publishing  implementation 
materials  ffiat  have  been  issued  since 
the  act  was  signed  on  December  18, 

1991.  The  FHWA  will  continue  to 
publish  implementation  guidance 
periodically.  Any  changes  to  this 
implementation  guidance  will  be 
published  in  future  issues  of  the  Federal 
Register. 

The  ISTEA  implementation  guidance 
published  in  this  Federal  Register  notice 
is  intended  to  be  nonbinding  except 
insofar  as  it  references  existing 
statutory  requirements  and  should  not 
be  construed  as  rules  of  general 
applicability  and  legal  effect  or  notices 
of  proposed  rulemaking. 

On  March  27. 1992,  the  FHWA  issued 
a  notice  (57  FR 10691)  advising  members 
of  the  public  that  they  may  now  dial  into 
the  FHWA  Electronic  Bulletin  Board 
System  (FEBBS)  ISTEA  information 
conference  using  a  microcomputer  and 
modem  and  view  informal  Questions 
and  Answers  on  how  the  agency  intends 
to  implement  the  provisions  of  the 
ISTEA.  The  FEBBS  will  also  contain  the 
implementation  guidance  published  with 
this  notice  as  well  as  future 
implementation  guidance.  This  read¬ 
only  facility  is  especially  intended  for 
use  by  the  State  and  local  transportation 
agencies.  The  telephone  number  for 
FEBBS  is  Area  Code  202-366-3764. 

While  the  system  supports  300, 1200  and 
2400  baud  line  speeds,  and  a  variety  of 
terminal  types  and  protocols,  setting  the 
modem  for  2400  baud,  8  data  bits,  full 
duplex  and  no  parity  will  give  optimal 
performance.  Once  a  connection  has 
been  established  and  the 
<R<egistration  item  completed,  callers 
should  select  either  <Q<uestions  and 
Answers  on  ISTEA,  or  <I<nformation 
for  more  detailed  help. 

SpeciHc  questions  on  any  of  the 
material  published  with  this  notice 
should  be  directed  to  the  contact  person 
named  in  the  particular  guidance;  if  a 
contact  is  not  included,  calls  should  be 


directed  to  Frank  Calhoun,  Assistant 
Chief  Counsel  for  Legislation  and 
Regulations,  Office  of  the  Chief  Counsel, 
(202)  366-0761,  Federal  Highway 
Administration,  400  7th  Street  SW., 
room  4223  (HCC-10),  Washington,  DC 
20590,  for  referral.  Creations  also  can  be 
directed  to  the  FHWA  Regional  Offices 
or  the  FHWA  Division  Office  in  your 
State;  the  addresses  and  phone  numbers 
for  these  offices  are  listed  in  an 
attachment  to  this  notice.  Some  of  the 
materials  reference  attachments  which 
were  copies  of  sections  of  the  ISTEA. 
These  are  not  included.  Copies  can  be 
obtained  from  the  offices  referred  to 
herein. 

FOR  TECHNICAL  ASSISTANCE  CONTACT: 

FHWA  Computer  Help  Desk,  HMS-40, 
room  4401, 400  Seventh  Street,  SW„ 
Washington,  DC  10590.  (202)  366-1120. 
FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Contact  Mr.  Frank  L.  Calhoun,  Office  of 
the  Chief  Counsel,  (202)  366-0761, 
Federal  Highway  Administration,  400 
Seventh  Street,  SW.,  Washington,  DC 
20590.  Office  hours  are  from  7:45  a.m.  to 
4:15  p.m.,  e.t.,  Monday  through  Friday, 
except  legal  holidays. 

(23  U.S.C.  315:  49  CFR  1.48) 

Issued  on:  April  10, 1992. 

T.D.  Larson, 

Administrator. 

FHWA — Regional  Offices 

Region  1  fHRA-01} — Headquarters,  Hours  of 
Duty:  7:30-4.-00  EST 

Location:  Leo  W.  O'Brien  Federal  Building. 
Room  719,  Clinton  Avenue  and  North 
Pearl  Street,  Albany,  New  York  12207 
Regional  Federal  Highway  Administrator, 
John  G.  Bestgen,  Jr.,  518-472-6476 

Region  3  (HRA-03) — Headquarters,  Hours  of 
Duty:  7:30-4:15  EST 

Location:  George  H.  Fallon  Federal  Office 
Building,  31  Hopkins  Plaza.  Room  1633, 
Baltimore,  Maryland  21201 
Regional  Federal  Highway  Administrator, 
David  S.  Gendell,  416-962-0093 

Region  4  (HRA-04} — Headquarters,  Hours  of 
Duty:  7:45-4:15  EST 

Location:  Suite  200, 1720  Peachtree  Road, 
NW.,  Atlanta,  Georgia  30367 
Regional  Federal  Highway  Administrator, 
Leon  N.  Larson,  404-257-4078 

Region  5  (HRA-05) — Headquarters,  Hours  of 
Duty:  7:30-4:15  CST 

Location:  16209  Dixie  Highway,  Homewood, 
Illinois  60430-2294 

Regional  Federal  Highway  Administrator, 
Herbert  R.  Teets,  706-206-3206 

Region  6  (HRA-06) — Headquarters,  Hours  of 
Duty:  8.00-4:30  CST 

Location:  819  Taylor  Street,  Room  8A00,  P.O. 

Box  902003,  Port  Worth,  Texas  76102 
Regional  Federal  Highway  Administrator, 
Wesley  S.  Mendenhall,  Jr.,  817-334-3741 


Region  7  (HRA-07} — Headquarters,  Hours  of 
Duty:  7:30-4:00  CST 

Location:  6301  Rockhill  Road,  Kansas  City, 
Missouri  64131 

Mailing  Address:  P.O.  Box  419715,  Kansas 
City,  Missouri  64141 

Regional  Federal  Highway  Administrator, 
Volmer  K.  Jensen,  816-926-7563 

Region  8  (HRA-08)— Headquarters,  Hours  of 
Duty:  7:45-4:15  MST 

Location:  555  Zang  Street,  Room  400, 
Lakewood,  Colorado  80228 
Regional  Federal  Highway  Administrator, 
Louis  N.  MacDonald,  303-969-6722 

Region  9  (HRA-09) — Headquarters,  Hours  of 
Duty:  7:45-4:15  PST 

Location:  211  Main  Street,  Room  1100,  San 
Francisco,  California  94105 
Regional  Federal  Highway  Administrator. 
Edwin  M.  Wood.  415-744-2639 

Region  10  (HRA-OIO} — Headquarters,  Hours 
of  Duty:  7:45-4:30  PST 

Location:  KOIN  Center,  Suite  600,  222  S.W. 

Columbia  Street,  Portland,  Oregon  97201 
Regional  Federal  Highway  Administrator, 
Jerald  P.  Clark,  503-326-2053 

FHWA — Federal- Aid  Division  Of6ces 
Alabama  (HDA-AL) 

7:15—4:30  CST 

Division  Administrator,  Joe  D.  Wilkerson,  500 
Eastern  Boulevard,  Suite  200, 
Montgomery.  Alabama  36117-2018,  205- 
223-7370 

Alaska  (HDA-AK) 

7:30—5:00  AST 

Division  Administrator,  Robert  E.  Ruby,  709 
W.  Ninth  Street,  Room  851,  Juneau, 
Alaska  99802-1648,  907-586-7418 

Arizona  fHDA-AZ) 

7:30—4:15  MST 

Division  Administrator,  Edward  A.  Wueste, 
234  N.  Central  Avenue,  Suite  300, 
Phoenix,  Arizona  85004. 602-379-3646 

Arkansas  (HDA-AR) 

7:30—4:00  CST 

Division  Administrator,  Harold  C.  Wieland, 
Federal  Office  Building,  Room  3128,  700 
West  Capitol  Avenue,  Little  Rock, 
Arkansas  72201-3298,  501-378-5625 

California  (HDA-CA) 

7:45—4:30  PST 

Division  Administrator,  Roger  E.  Borg, 

Federal  Building,  2nd  Floor,  801 1  Street, 
Sacramento,  California  05814, 916-551- 
1280 

Colorado  (HDA-CO) 

7:45—4:15  MST 

Division  Administrator,  George  H.  Osborne, 
555  Zang  Street,  Room  250,  Lakewood, 
Colorado  80228,  303-969-6730 
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Connecticut  (HDA-CT) 

7:30— 4«)EST 

Division  Administrator,  James  J.  Barakos, 
Abraham  A.  Ribicoff  Federal  Building, 

450  Main  Street,  Room  635,  Hartford, 
Connecticut  06103, 203-240-3705 

Delaware  (HDA-DE) 

7:45—4:15  EST 

Division  Administrator,  John  J.  Gilbert,  300 
South  New  Street,  Room  2101,  Dover, 
Delaware  19901-6726,  302-734-5323 

District  of  Columbia  (HDA~DC) 

6:00-4:30  EST 

Division  Administrator,  Arthur  J.  Hill,  Union 
Center  Plaza,  Suite  756, 820  First  Street, 
N.E.,  Washington,  D.C.  20002, 202-523- 
0163 

Florida  (HDA-FL) 

7:30—4:00  EST 

Division  Administrator,  Jennings  R.  Skinner, 
227  N.  Bronough  Street,  Room  2015, 
Tallahassee,  Horida  32301, 904-681-7223 

Georgia  (HDA-GA) 

7:00—4:00  EST 

Division  Administrator,  Charies  J.  Nemmers, 
1720  Peachtree  Rd.,  NW.,  Suite  300, 
Atlanta,  Georgia  30367, 404-347-4751 

Hawaii  (HDA-HI) 

7:30—4:00  HST 

Division  Administrator,  William  R.  Lake,  Jr., 
Prince  Jonah  Kuhio  Kalanianaole  Federal 
Building,  300  Ala  Moana  Boulevard, 

Room  3202,  Honolulu,  Hawaii  96850, 806- 
551-2700 

Mailing  Address:  Box  50206,  Honolulu, 

Hawaii  96850 

Idaho  (HDA-ID) 

7:30-4:00  MST 

Division  Administrator,  Jack  T.  Coe,  3050 
Lakeharbor  Lane,  Suite  126,  Boise,  Idaho 
83703,  208-334-1843 

Illinois  (HDA-IL) 

7:30—4:15  CST 

Division  Administrator,  Vacant,  3250 

Executive  Park  Drive,  Springfield,  Illinois 
62705,  217-472-4600 

Indiana  (HDA-IN) 

7:30— 4K)0  EST 

Division  Administrator,  Arthur  A.  Fendrick, 
575  N.  Pennsylvania  Street,  Room  254, 
Indianapolis,  Indiana  46204, 317-226- 
7475 

lowa(HDA-IA) 

7:45—4:30  CST 

Division  Administrator,  Hubert  A.  Willard, 
105  Sixth  Street,  Ames,  Iowa  50010, 515- 
233-1664 

Kansas  (HDA-4CS) 

7:45—4:15  CST 

Division  Administrator,  Robert  J.  Deatrick, 
444  SE.  Quincy  Street,  Room  240,  Topeka, 
Kansas  66683, 913-295-2550 


Kentucky  (HDA-KY) 

8K)0— 4:45  EST 

Division  Administrator,  Paul  E.  Toussaint, 

John  C.  Watts  Federal  Building  and  U.S. 
Courthouse,  330  W.  Broadway,  Frankfort, 
Kentucky  40602, 507-227-7321 
Mailing  Address:  P.O.  Box  536,  Frankfort, 
Kentucky  40602 

Louisiana  (HDA-LA) 

7:30—4:00  CST 

Division  Administrator,  William  A.  Sussman, 
Federal  Building,  Room  255, 750  Florida 
Street,  Baton  Rouge,  Louisiana  70801, 
504-389-0244 

Mailing  Address:  P.O.  Box  3929,  Baton  Rouge, 
Louisiana  70821 

Maine  (HDA-ME) 

7:3O-4«0EST 

Division  Administrator,  William  D. 

Richardson,  Edmund  S.  Muskie  Federal 
Building,  40  Western  Avenue,  Room  614, 
Augusta,  Maine  04330,  207-662-8487 

Maryland  (HDA-MD) 

7:45-4n5  EST 

DivisicHi  Administrator,  A.  Porter  Barrows, 
The  Rotunda,  Suite  220, 711  West  40th 
Street,  Baltimore,  Maryland,  410-962- 
4440 

Massachusetts  (HDA-MA) 

7:45-4:15  EST 

Division  Administrator,  Vacant,  55 
Broadway — ^lOth  Floor,  Cambridge, 
Massachusetts  02142, 617-494-2416 

Michigan  (HDA-MI) 

7:45-4:15  EST 

Division  Administrator,  A  George  Ostensen, 
Federal  Building,  Room  211, 315  West 
Allegan  Street,  Lansing,  Michigan  48933, 
517-377-1844 

Minnesota  (HDA-MN) 

7:30-4KX)  CST 

Division  Administrator,  Charles  E.  Foslien, 
Metro  Square  Building,  Suite  490, 

Seventh  &  Robert  Streets,  St.  Paul, 
Minnesota  55101, 612-290-3230 

Mississippi  (HDA-MSJ 
7:30-4K)0  CST 

Division  Administrator,  John  F.  Sullivan,  Jr.. 
666  North  Street,  Suite  105,  Jackson, 
Mississippi  39202-3199  601-665-4215 

Missouri  (HDA-MO) 

7:30-4K)0  CST 

Division  Administrator,  Gerald  J.  Reihsen, 
209  Adams  Street,  Jefferson  City, 
Missouri  65101  314-636-7104 
Mailing  Address:  P.O.  Box  1787,  Jefferson 
City,  Missouri  65102 

Montana  (HDA-MTJ 
7:30-4:00  MST 

Division  Administrator,  Henry  D.  HoneywelL 
Federal  Office  Building,  301 S.  Parl^ 
Drawer  10056,  Helena.  Montana  59620- 
0056  406-499-5306 


Nebraska  (HDA-NE) 

7:30-4:15  CST 

Division  Administrator,  Charies  A.  Culp, 
Federal  Building,  Room  220, 100 
Centennial  Mall  North,  Lincoln, 

Nebraska  68506-3851, 402-437-5521 

Nevada  (HDA-NV) 

7:45-4:30  PST 

Division  Administrator,  Michael  A.  Cook, 
Acting,  1535  Hot  Springs  Road,  Suite  100, 
Carson  City,  Nevada  89701-0602  702- 
687-5320 

New  Hampshire  (HDA-NH) 

7:30-4K)0  EST 

Division  Administrator.  Gerald  L  Eller, 

Federal  Building,  Room  204, 279  Pleasant 
Street,  Concord,  New  Hampshire  03301, 

'  603-225-1605 

New  Jersey  (HDA-NJ) 

8:00-4:30  EST 

Division  Administrator,  John  J.  Kessler,  Jr^ 
Suburban  Square  Building,  2nd  Floor.  25 
Scotch  Road,  Trenton,  New  Jersey  08628- 
2595,609-989-2288 

New  Mexico  (HDA-NM) 

7:30-4:00  MST 

Division  Administrator.  Reuben  S.  Thomas, 
117  U.S.  Courthouse.  S.  Federal  Place, 
Santa  Fe,  New  Mexico  87501-1963, 505- 
988-6660 

New  York  (HDA-NY) 

7:30-4:00  EST 

Division  Administrator,  Harold  J.  Bnrnn,  Leo 
W.  O'Brien  Federal  Building,  9th  Floor, 
Clinton  Avenue  and  North  Pearl  Street, 
Albany.  New  York  12207, 518-472-3616 

North  Carolina  (HDA-NC) 

7:45-4:15  EST 

Division  Administrator,  Nicholas  L  Graf,  310 
New  Bern  Avenue,  Suite  410,  Raleigh, 
North  Carolina  27611, 910-856-4346 

North  Dakota  (HDA-ND) 

7:45-4:30  CST 

Division  Administrator.  Vacant,  Federal 
Building,  P.O.  Box  1755, 220  East  Rosser 
Avenue,  Bismarck,  North  Dakota  58502, 
701-250-4204 

Ohio(HDA-OH) 

7:30-4:15  EST 

Division  Administrator,  Fred  J.  Hempel,  200 
North  High  Street,  Room  328,  Columbus, 
Ohio  43215, 614-469-6896 

Oklahoma  (HDA-OK) 

7:30-4:00  CST 

Division  Administrator,  Gary  E.  Larsen, 
Federal  Office  Building,  Room  454, 200 
NW.  Fifth  Street,  Oklahoma  City. 
Oklahoma  73102, 405-231-4624 
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Oregon  (HDA-OR) 

7:30-4:15  PST 

Division  Administrator,  Robert  G.  Clour,  The 
Equitable  Center,  Suite  100,  530  Center 
Street  NE.,  Salem.  Oregon  97301,  503- 
339-5749 

Pennsylvania  (HDA-PA) 

8:00-4:30  EST 

Division  Administrator,  Manuel  A.  Marks, 

228  Walnut  Street,  Harrisburg. 
Pennsylvania  17108, 717-782-2222 
Mailing  Address:  P.O.  Box  1086,  Harrisburg, 
Pennsylvania  17108 

Pareto  Rico  (HDA-PR) 

7:30-4:00  AST 

Division  Administrator,  }uan  O.  Cruz, 

Frederico  Degetau  Federal  Building  and 
U.S.  Courthouse,  Carlos  Chardon  Street. 
Room  329,  Hato  Rey,  Puerto  Rico  00918. 
809-766-5600 

Rhode  Island  (HDA-RI) 

7:45-4:15  EST. 

Division  Administrator.  Gordon  G.  Hoxie,  380 
Westminster  Mall,  Fifth  Floor, 

Providence,  Rhode  Island  02903, 401-528- 
4541 

South  Carolina  (HDA-SC) 

7:45-4:15  EST 

Division  Administrator,  Robert ).  Probst, 

Strom  Thurmond  Federal  Building,  1835 
Assembly  Street,  Suite  758,  Columbia, 
South  Carolina  29201, 803-765-5411 

South  Dakota  (HDA-SD) 

8:00-4:30  CST 

Division  Administrator,  Donald  F.  Kamnikar, 
Federal  Building.  Room  337, 225  South 
Pierre  Street.  P.O.  Box  700,  Pierre,  South 
Dakota  57501, 605-224-8033 

Tennessee  (HDA-TN) 

8:00-4:30  CST 

Division  Administrator,  Dennis  C.  Cook,  249 
Cumberland  Bend  Drive,  Nashville, 
Tennessee  37228, 615-736-5394 

Texas  (HDA-TX) 

7:30-4:15  CST 

Division  Administrator,  Frank  M.  Mayer, 
Federal  Office  Building.  300  East  Eighth 
Street,  Room  826,  Austin,  Texas  78701, 
512-482-5511 

Utah  (HDA-UT) 

7:30-4:00  MST  • 

Division  Administrator.  Donald  P.  Steinke, 
2520  West  4700  South.  Suite  9A.  Salt 
Lake  Gty,  Utah  84118, 808-524-5141 

Vermont  (HDA-VT) 

7:30-4:00  EST 

Division  Administrator,  Karle  L.  Snyder. 
Federal  Building,  87  State  Street, 
Montpelier.  Vermont  05602,  802-828-4423 
Mailing  Address:  P.O.  Box  568,  Montpelier, 
Vermont  05601 


Virginia  (HDA-VA) 

7:30-4:00  EST 

Division  Administrator,  James  M.  Tumlin, 
Federal  Building,  10th  Floor,  400  N.  8th 
Street.  Richmond,  Virginia  23240  804- 
771-2371 

Mailing  Address:  P.O.  Box  10045,  Richmond, 
Virginia  23240 

Washington  (HDA-WA) 

7:30-4:30  PST 

Division  Administrator,  Barry  F.  Morehead, 
Suite  501,  Evergreen  Plaza,  711  South 
Capitol  Way.  Olympia,  Washington 
98501,  206-753-9480 

West  Virginia  (HDA-WV) 

8:00-4:30  EST 

Division  Administrator,  Billy,  R1 

Higginbotham,  550  Eagan  Street,  Suite 
300,  Charleston,  West  Virginia  25310, 
304-347-5528 

Wisconsin  (HDA-WI) 

7:30-4:15  CST 

Division  Administrator,  James  E.  St.  John, 

4502  Vernon  Boulevard,  Madison, 
Wisconsin  53705-4905  608-264-5395 

Wyoming  (HDA-WY) 

7:45-4:30  MST 

Division  Administrator,  Frederick  A.  Behrens, 
1916  Evans  Avenue,  Cheyenne,  Wyoming 
82001-3764,  307-772-2101 

U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF 
TRANSPORTATION 

Federal  Highway  Administration 

MEMORANDUM 

Date:  December  19, 1991. 

Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HIA-20. 

Subject:  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act  of  1991 
From:  Associate  Administrator  for  Motor 
Carriers 

To:  Mr.  Clinton  O.  Magby,  II,  Regional 
Director,  Office  of  Motor  Carriers. 
Portland,  Oregon  97201,  Thru:  Michael  F. 
Trentacoste,  Sam  Rea  for  Mike 
Trentacoste,  Director,  Office  of  Motor 
Carrier.  Safety  Field  Operations  (HFO-1) 
Sections  1023  and  4006  of  the  Intermodal 
Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of 
1991,  signed  into  law  on  December  18, 
prohibit  States  from  allowing  longer 
combination  vehicles  (LCVs)  to  operate  on 
the  National  Network  if  such  vehicles  were 
not  in  lawful  operation  on  June  1, 1991.  A 
copy  of  each  section  is  attached  for  your 
information  and  use. 

A  longer  combination  vehicle  (LCV)  is 
defined  in  Section  1023  as  any  combination  of 
a  truck  tractor  and  two  or  more  trailers  or 
semitrailers  which  operate  on  the  Interstate 
System  with  a  gross  vehicle  weight  greater 
than  80,000  pounds.  Despite  the  reference  to 
the  Interstate,  section  4006  makes  it  clear  that 
LCVs  are  also  allowed  to  run  on  the  National 
Network  if  they  comply  with  the  Act.  The 
National  Network  consists  of  the  National 
System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways 


and  qualifying  Federal-aid  primary  system 
highways  as  designated  by  the  Secretary. 

As  part  of  the  new  Transportation  Act,  all 
States  are  required  within  60  days  of  the  date 
of  enactment  to  submit  to  the  Secretary  a 
complete  list  of:  (1)  all  operations  of  LCVs 
being  conducted  as  of  June  1, 1991,  (2)  all 
limitations  and  conditions,  including  but  not 
limited  to,  routing-specific  and  configuration- 
specific  designations  and  all  other 
restrictions  governing  the  operations  of  LCVs 
otherwise  prohibited,  (3)  such  statutes, 
regulations,  limitations,  and  conditions,  and 
(4]  State  length  limitations  applicable  to 
conunercial  motor  vehicles  operating  on  the 
National  Network.  The  submission  shall 
include  a  copy  of  each  specific  statute, 
regulation,  limitation,  or  condition  cited. 

To  assist  the  States  in  meeting  this 
requirement,  we  have  developed  the  attached 
reporting  package.  Please  have  your  Officers- 
in-Charge  and  State  Directors  hand  carry  this 
package  to  the  appropriate  State  official  for 
completion  as  soon  as  possible. 

Completed  forms  and  accompanying 
documentation,  endorsed  by  the  chief 
executive  officer  of  the  State  Transportation/ 
Highway  organization,  must  be  returned  to 
the  Division  Office  no  later  than  February  18, 
1992,  for  transmittal  through  the  Regional 
Director  to  Mr.  John  Grimm  (HlA-1).  All  State 
responses  should  be  forwarded  to  HlA-1  by 
February  21, 1992.  All  States  should  complete 
the  forms  even  if  the  vehicles  described  are 
prohibited,  i.e.,  a  “negative”  response,  if 
appropriate,  is  requii^ 

The  following  additional  points  are  to  be 
highlighted  to  each  State: 

a.  If  a  State  fails  to  respond  by  February  18, 
1992,  especially  with  respect  to  the 
information  requested  for  item  (4),  the 
Secretary  is  required  to  complete  and  file 
such  information  for  the  State.  The 
Secretary's  determination  then  becomes 
binding  on  the  State. 

b.  States  should  not  be  constrained  by  the 
vehicle  configuration  descriptions  used  in  the 
instructions.  They  are  intended  to  guide  a 
State's  response,  but  not  control  it  just  to 
those  descriptions.  Any  State  using 
alternative  methods  to  describe  the  vehicles 
in  question  should  report  the  information  in 
such  manner. 

c.  Vehicles  carrying  non-divisible  loads 
under  special  permit  are  not  included  in  these 
reporting  requirements. 

d.  All  copies  of  State  statutes,  regulations, 
limitations,  and  conditions  must  be  clear  and 
legible  for  reproduction  in  the  Federal 
Register. 

We  suggest  that  Division  Office  personnel 
maintain  as  much  contact  with  the  State 
officials  charged  with  compiling  this 
documentation  as  necessary  to  achieve  a 
timely  and  complete  submission. 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  the 
law  or  required  information,  please  call  the 
Size  and  Weight  Team  point  of  contact  for 
your  region  (Regions  1, 3,  and  4 — Kathy 
Busby  at  FTS  366-2976:  Regions  5, 6.  and  7 — 
Dennis  Miller  at  FTS  366-4026;  and  Regions  8, 
9,  and  10 — ^Max  Pieper  at  FTS  366-4029). 

Please  note  the  special  section  pertaining 
to  Alaska  contained  in  section  4006(a),  new 
section  411(j)(2)(C),  which  establishes  for 
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Alaska  the  LCV  actual  operation  date  as 
prior  to  July  6, 1991,  rather  than  June  1, 1991. 

R.  P.  Landis. 

3  Attachments 

Longer  Combination  Vehicle  Information 

Instructions 

1.  Read  through  completely  before 
answering. 

2.  Complete  and  return  to  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration  (FHWA)  Division 
Office  of  Motor  Carriers  by  February  18, 1992. 

3.  This  form  is  to  be  signed  by  the  chief 
executive  o^icer  of  the  State  Transportation/ 
Highway  organization  or  official  designee. 

4.  Contact  the  FHWA  Division  Office  if  you 
have  questions  concerning  the  requiring 
information. 

Because  of  requirements  included  in  the 
recently  enacted  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991,  the 
Federal  Highway  Administration  needs  to 
acquire  and  publish  the  answers  to  the 
following  questions  with  regard  to  each  State. 

On  or  before  June  1, 1991,  and  except  for 
non-divisible  loads  moving  under  special 
permit: 

*  Were  any  commercial  motor  vehicle 
(CMV)  combinations  with  2  or  more  trailers, 
and  a  gross  weight  over  80,000  pounds,  in 
lawful  use  on  the  Interstate  System? 

*  Were  any  CMV  combinations  with  2 
trailers  (either  of  which  was  over  28  feet 
long),  or  CMV  combinations  with  more  than  2 
trailers  (irrespective  of  length)  in  lawful  use 
on  the  National  Network  (NN)? 

If  the  answer  to  both  the  above  is  “No,” 

check  this  box . HI,  sign  at  the  bottom  of 

page  2  and  return  to  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration. 

If  at  least  one  "Yes”  answer  applies,  please 
proceed  (use  additional  sheets  if  necessary). 

1.  Did  your  State  allow  CMV  combinations 
with  2  or  more  trailers  and  a  gross  weight 
over  80,000  pounds  to  operate  on  the 
Interstate  System  on  or  before  June  1, 1991? 
(reference  Action  1023). 

□  Yes  □  No 

If  your  answer  is  “No,”  proceed  to  question 

2,  if  “Yes,”  complete  page  A. 

2.  Did  your  State  allow  CMV  combinations 
with  2  trailers  (either  of  which  was  over  28 
feet  long),  to  operate  on  the  National 
Network  on  or  before  June  1, 1991?  (reference 
section  4006). 

□  Yes  □  No 

If  your  answer  is  “No,”  proceed  to  question 

3,  if  “Yes,”  complete  page  B  and/or  C  as 
appropriate. 

3.  Did  your  State  allow  CMV  combinations 
with  more  than  2  trailers  to  operate  on  the 
National  Network  on  or  before  June  1, 1991? 
(reference  section  4006). 

□  Yes  □  No 

If  your  answer  is  “No”,  proceed  to  question 

4,  if  yes,  complete  page  D. 

4.  Were  there  additional  vehicle 
conHgurations  such  as  truck-trailer(s) 
operating  legally  in  your  State  on  or  before 
J'lne  1, 1991,  on  a  continuing  basis  which  may 
be  subject  to  this  legislative  initiative  but  not 
covered  on  pages  B,  C,  and  D?  If  “yes,” 
please  complete  page  E  as  appropriate.  If 
there  are  no  additional  vehicles  to  be 


described,  or  upon  completion  of  page  E,  sign 
below  and  return  to  the  FHWA. 

Signed  - 

Tide  - 

Phone - 

Additional  State  Contact  and  Phone 


Date  - 

Note:  Clear  and  legible  copies  of  the 
documents  cited  or  referred  to  on  pages  A 
through  E  are  to  be  included  with  this 
questionnaire. 

Please  return  the  completed  form  and 
attachments  to  the  Office  of  Motor  Carrier 
State  Director  or  Officer  in  Charge  in  the 
Federal  Highway  Administration  Division 
Office. 

Truck  Tractor  and  Two  or  More  Trailing 
Units  With  A  Gross  Vehicle  Weight  Greater 
Than  80,000  Pounds 

Please  describe  the  operations  allowed, 
including  permit  requirements  (duration — 
trip,  annual,  etc. — and  cost);  any  restrictions 
imposed,  such  as  route,  speed,  time  of  day,  or 
weather  restrictions;  and  any  other 
conditions  attached  to  such  operations,  e.g., 
driver  qualifications,  etc. 

Provide  a  specific  citation  for  the  statutes 
or  regulations  under  which  the  operations 
were  allowed.  (Give  citations  here  and 
include  copies.) 

If  these  vehicle  combinations  were  allowed 
on  all  Interstate  routes  on  or  before  June  1, 
1991,  check  this  box  □  and  proceed  to 
question  2. 

If  these  vehicle  combinations  were 
restricted  from  some  portion  of  the  Interstate 
System  within  the  State,  please  list  the 
Interstate  System  routes  where  these  vehicles 
were  allowed  on  or  before  June  1, 1991,  and 
then  proceed  to  question  2. 

Route  From  To  (List  the  routes  in 
order,  small  numbers  to  large.) 

Return  to  question  2. 

“Rocky  Mountain  Doubles” 

(Long  Semitrailer  Pius  Shorter  Trailer  Total 
Conhguration  Contains  7  Axles  or  Less) 

Was  this  vehicle  combination  allowed  on 
some  or  all  of  the  National  Network 
highways  in  the  State  on  or  before  June  1, 
1991? 

□  Yes  □  No 

If  yes,  please  do  the  following  (use 
additional  sheets  if  necessary):  Insert  the 
maximum  allowed  dimensions  in  this 
diagram.* 


*  Best  estimate  of  maximum  length  if  no 
regulatory  control. 

Please  describe  the  operations  allowed, 
including  linear  size  limits,  and  permit 
requirements  (duration — trip,  annual,  etc. — 


and  cost);  any  vehicle  operating  restrictions 
imposed,  such  as  route,  speed,  time  of  day,  or 
weather  restrictions;  and  any  other 
conditions  attached  to  such  operations,  e.g., 
driver  qualiRcations,  etc. 

List  the  applicable  State  statutes  and 
regulations  associated  with  the  above 
described  operations  and  length  limitations 
here  and  include  a  copy  of  each. 

List  all  routes  where  these  vehicles  were 
allowed  on  or  before  June  1, 1991: 

Routes  From  To  (Begin  with 
Interstates  and  then  US  Routes  and 
finally  State  Routes.  List  the  route  with 
the  smallest  number  first  and  the  largest 
last.) 

Proceed  to  Page  C  or  return  to  question  3. 
“Turnpike  Doubles” 

(Where  Both  Semitrailer  &  Trailer  Exceed  40 
Feet,  Total  Configuration  Contains  More 
Than  7  Axles) 

Was  this  vehicle  combination  allowed  on 
some  or  all  of  the  National  Network 
highways  in  the  State  on  or  before  June  1, 
1991? 

□  Yes  □  No 

If  yes,  please  do  the  following  (use 
additional  sheets  if  necessary):  Insert  the 
maximum  allowed  dimensions  in  this 
diagram.* 


*  Best  estimate  of  maximum  length  if  no 
regulatory  control. 

Please  describe  the  operations  allowed, 
including  linear  size  limits,  and  permit 
requirements  (duration — trip,  annual,  etc. — 
and  cost);  any  vehicle  operating  restrictions 
imposed,  such  as  route,  speed,  time  of  day,  or 
weather,  and  any  other  conditions  attached 
to  such  operations,  e.g.,  driver  qualifications, 
etc. 

List  the  applicable  State  statutes  and 
regulations  associated  with  the  above 
described  operations  and  length  limitations 
here  and  include  a  copy  of  each. 

List  all  routes  where  these  vehicles  were 
allowed  on  or  before  June  1, 1991: 

Routes  From  To  (Begin  with 
Interstates  and  then  US  Routes  and 
finally  State  Routes.  List  the  route  with 
the  smallest  number  first  and  the  largest 
last.) 

Return  to  question  3. 

Triples 

(Truck  Tractor  Plus  Three  Trailing  Units) 
Insert  the  maximum  allowed  dimensions  in 
this  diagram.* 
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*  Best  estimate  of  maximum  length  if  no 
regulatory  control 

Please  describe  the  operations  allowed, 
including  linear  size  limits,  and  permit 
requirements  (duration — trip,  annual,  etc. — 
and  cost);  any  vehicle  operating  restrictions 
imposed,  such  as  route,  speed,  time  of  day,  or 
weather  and  any  other  conditions  attached 
to  such  operations,  e.g.,  driver  qualifications, 
etc. 

List  the  applicable  State  statutes  and 
regulations  associated  with  the  above 
described  operations  and  length  limitations 
here  and  include  a  copy  of  each. 

List  all  routes  where  these  vehicles  were 
allowed  on  or  before  June  1, 1991: 

Routes  From  To  (Begin  with 
Interstates  and  then  US  Routes  and 
finally  State  Routes.  List  the  route  with 
the  smallest  number  first  and  the  largest 
last) 

Return  to  question  4. 

Description  of  Any  Other  Commercial  Motor 
Vehicles  With  Two  or  More  Cargo  Carrying 
Units  Authorized  or  in  Use  Prior  to  June  1, 
1991,  Not  Covered  by  Pages  B,  C,  or  D. 

Was  this  vehicle  combination  allowed  on 
some  or  all  of  the  National  Netwoiic 
highways  in  the  State  on  or  before  June  1. 
19917 

□  Yes  □  No 

If  yes,  please  do  the  following  (use 
additional  sheets  if  necessary): 

Draw  a  diagram  of  the  vehicle  or  vehicles 
and  show  the  same  maximum  allowed 
dimensions  as  for  the  doubles  or  triples  in  the 
preceding  pages. 

Please  describe  the  operations  allowed 
including  linear  size  limits,  and  permit 
requirements  (duration — trip,  annual  etc. — 
and  cost);  any  vehicle  operating  restrictions 
imposed,  such  as  route,  speed,  time  of  day,  or 
weather  restrictions;  and  any  other 
conditions  attached  to  sudi  operations,  e.g., 
driver  qualifications,  etc. 

List  the  applicable  State  statutes  and 
regulations  associated  with  the  above 
described  operations  and  length  limitations 
here  and  include  a  copy  of  each. 

List  all  routes  where  these  vehicles  were 
allowed  on  or  before  June  1. 1991: 

Routes  From  To  (Begin  with 
Interstates  and  then  US  Routes  and 
finally  State  Routes.  List  the  route  with 
the  smallest  number  first  and  the  largest 
last.) 

Return  to  and  complete  the  signature  block 
on  page  2. 


Date:  December  26, 1991. 

Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HFL-10. 

Subject  Interim  Procedures.  Forest  Highway 
Portion  of  Public  Lands  Midway. 


From:  Federal  Lands  Highway  Program 
Administrator,  Federal  Lands  Highway 
Office. 

To:  Federal  Lands  Highway  Division 

Engineers.  Regional  Federal  Highway 
Administrators. 

On  December  12.  we  met  with  the  Forest 
Service  (FS)  Headquarters  staff  to  discuss 
and  develop  a  plan  to  implement  the  Forest 
Highway  (^)  related  provisions  of  the 
Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency 
Act  (ISTEA)  of  1991.  The  tentative  plan  for 
implementing  the  FH  portion  of  Public  Lands 
Highway  (FH-PLH)  is  as  follows: 

December  20, 1991 — Federal  Lands 
Highway  Office  (FLHO)  issues  interim 
guidelines  for  the  FH-PLH. 

December  20, 1991 — Allocate  FY  92  FH- 
PLH  funds. 

January  7-8, 1992 — ^Joint  Federal  Agency 
meeting  in  Denver,  Colorado,  to  review 
interim  guidance,  provide  training,  receive 
field  comments. 

January  13, 1992 — FLHO  develops 
preliminary  draft  regulations  for  FH-4W 
concept  review. 

February  15, 1992 — FLH  and  FS  convene  a 
joint  FH-nH  task  force  to  develop  draft 
regulation. 

February  15, 1992 — Federal  Lands  Hi^way 
Divisions  (FLIffi),  FHWA  Regions  and  FS 
review  and  comment  on  the  preliminary  draft 
regulations.  Comments  to  be  provided  to  the 
FH-PLH  task  force. 

April  1992 — ^Task  force  complete  draft 
regulations  for  Federal  Register. 

April/May  1992 — Hold  a  national  FH-nH 
meeting  to  inform  FS,  FHWA  Region  and 
FLHD  staff  on  proposed  FH-PLH  re^atory 
procedures  and  related  program  activities. 

September  1992 — Receive  formal  Federal 
Register  comments  on  proposed  draft 
regulations. 

December  1992 — ^Publish  ffiial  FH-PLH 
regulations  in  Federal  Register. 

Attached  is  a  copy  of  the  interim  guidance 
for  administering  FH-PLH.  The  guidance 
Includes  information  on  the  FH  program 
history,  current  law  as  revised  by  the  ISTEA, 
and  interim  program  procedures.  If  there  are 
any  questions,  please  contact  Mr.  Allen  W. 
Buiden  on  FTS  366-9488. 

Thomas  O.  Edick. 

Attachment 

Forest  Highway  Portion  of  Public  Lands 
Highways  Interim  Guidance 

The  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA)  of  1991  eliminated  the 
Forest  Highway  (FH)  as  a  separate  Federal 
Lands  Hi^way  Program  (FLHP)  category  and 
combined  it  under  the  Public  Lands  Highway 
(PLH)  category.  The  following  are 
back^und  information,  summary  of 
legislation,  and  interim  guidance  on  the  FH 
portion  (ITM’LH): 

Background  Information 

The  FH  program  began  in  1916  and  was 
funded  with  general  fwds  until  1970.  The 
1970  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  required  FHs 
to  be  on  the  Federal-aid  System  and  provided 
authorizations  &om  the  Highway  Trust  Fund. 
The  October  13, 1977.  General  Accounting 
Office  (GAO)  report  commented  on  the 
management  of  the  program  during  the 


seventies  and  stated  that  ~Althou^  the 

Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA) 

and  the  Forest  Service  (FS)  are  jointly  ! 

responsible  for  developing  program 

regulations,  they  have  not  made  sure  that 

Federal  interests  are  adequately  considered 

when  State  and  Federal  officials  make 

project  selections.”  The  GAO  report  directed 

FHWA  and  the  FS  to  jointly  revise 

procedures  and  develop  legislative 

recommendations  which  resulted  in  an 

amendment  to  the  FH  definition  in  the 

Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1978  and 

issuance  of  amended  FH  regulations  in  April 

1982  (23  CFR  part  660). 

Recently,  the  FS  adopted  the  America's 
Great  Outdoors  Program  which  is  dependent 
on  a  good  FH  transportation  system.  The 
America’s  Great  Outdoors  Program  will 
provide  needed  economic  development 
through  recreational  travel  and  activities. 

This  new  program  agenda  and  ongoing  forest 
management  planning  programs  continues  to 
show  a  strong  transportation  demand  much 
of  which  depends  on  meeting  the  FH 
transportation  system  requirements. 

Current  Law  as  Revised  by  ISTEA  ' 

Section  101  of  23  U.S.G  deffiies  a  forest  I 

road  as:  | 

"*  *  *  a  road  wholly  or  partly  within,  or 
adjacent  to,  and  serving  the  National  Forest 
system  and  which  is  necessary  for  the 
protection,  administration,  and  utilization  of 
the  National  Forest  system  and  the  use  and 
development  of  its  resources." 

The  ISTEA  revised  various  sections  of  23 
U.S.C  pertaining  to  the  FLHP  as  follows: 

Section  1005(0  revised  the  nil  deffiiition  1 

as  set  forth  below.  The  first  part  [”a  forest  i 

road  under  the  jurisdiction  of  and  maintained  | 
by  a  public  authority”)  is  the  previous  forest  i 

highway  definition.  The  seco^  portion  is 
similar  to  the  previous  PLH  definition,  except 
“those  main  highways”  was  changed  to  "any  | 
highway”  and  the  reference  to  "Federal-aid 
System”  was  deleted. 

"The  term  'public  lands  highway’  means  a 
forest  road  under  the  jurisdiction  of  and 
maintained  by  a  public  authority  and  open  to 
public  travel  or  any  highway  through 
unappropriated  or  unreserved  public  lands, 
nontaxable  Indian  lands,  or  other  Federal 
reservations  under  the  jurisdiction  of  and 
maintained  by  a  public  authority  and  open  to 
public  travel.” 

Section  1032(a)(1)  eliminated  the  provision 
for  allocating  funds  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  forest  highways  by  striking 
202(a)  of  23  U.S.C.;  section  1032(a)(?.) 
redesignated  subsections  202(b),  202(c), 

202(d)  and  202(e)  as  202(a),  202(b).  202(c)  and 
202(d)  (conforming  amendments). 

S^tion  1032(a)(4)  revised  subsection  202(b) 
to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  On  October  1  of  each  fiscal  year,  the 
Secretary  shall  allocate  34  percent  of  the 
sums  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  such 
fiscal  year  for  public  lands  highways  among 
those  States  have  unappropriated  or 
unreserved  public  lands,  nontaxable  Indian 
lands  or  other  Federal  reservations,  on  the 
basis  of  need  in  such  States,  respectively,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary  upon  application 
of  the  State  highway  departments  of  the 
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respective  States.  The  Secretary  shall  give 
preference  to  those  projects  which  are 
significantly  impacted  by  Federal  land  and 
resource  management  activities  which  are 
proposed  by  a  State  which  contains  at  least  3 
percent  of  ^e  total  public  lands  in  the 
Nation.  The  Secretary  shall  allocate  66 
percent  of  the  remainder  of  the  authorization 
for  public  lands  highways  for  each  fiscal  year 
as  is  provided  in  section  134  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1987,  and  with  respect  to 
these  allocations  the  Secretary  shall  give 
equal  consideration  to  projects  that  provide 
access  to  and  within  the  National  Forest 
system,  as  identified  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  through  renewable  resources  and 
land  use  planning  and  the  impact  of  such 
planning  on  existing  transportation 
facilities.” 

The  first  portion  of  the  revised  subsection 
202(b)  provides  for  allocating  34  percent  of 
the  PLH  authorizations  using  present 
discretionary  procedures  except  that 
preference  shall  be  given  to  States  having  at 
least  3  percent  of  the  total  public  lands  in  the 
Nation.  The  latter  portion  provides  for 
allocating  the  remaining  public  lands 
highway  authorizations  in  accordance  with 
section  134  of  the  Federal-aid  Highway  Act  of 
1987,  Surface  Transportation  and  Uniform 
Relocation  Assistance  Act  (STURAA). 

Section  134  of  the  STURAA  is  actually  the  FH 
allocation  as  published  in  the  October  12, 
1984,  Federal  Register  Vol.  49,  No.  199.  Since 
public  lands  highway  program  funds  are 
being  allocated  by  two  methods,  the  Office  of 
Fiscal  Services  is  issuing  separate 
appropriation  codes  for  the  discretionary  and 
FH  formula  portions. 

Section  1032(b)(1)  states  in  part,  that 
“Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this 
title,  no  public  lands  highway  project  may  be 
undertaken  in  any  State  pursuant  to  this 
section  unless  the  State  concurs  in  the 
selection  and  planning  of  the  project.”  This 
provision  is  already  embodied  throughout  the 
current  FH  regulations  (23  CFR  Part  660) 
including  route  designation  and  planning,  and 
development  of  a  priority  program  of 
projects. 

Interim  Program  Procedures 

Although  the  ISTEA  combines  FH  and  PLH 
as  one  category  (public  lands  highways,  the 
Act  provides  for  the  combined  category  to  be 
administered  under  a  coordinated  but 
different  procediures.  The  first  procedure  will 
follow  the  present  PLH  discretionary  process. 
The  second  procedure  will  follow  the  present 
FH  allocation  and  program  selection  process. 
In  both  procedures,  the  State  highway  agency 
is  to  concur  in  the  planning  and  selection  of 
PLH  projects. 

The  FH  portion  of  PLH  will  be 
administered  as  follows: 

1.  The  designated  FH  networic  of  roads 
(first  portion  of  the  PLH  definition)  will  be 
updated  by  early  FY 1993.  The  FH  inventory 
will  be  completed  as  the  designation  is 
updated. 

2.  Funds  for  FH  will  be  allocated  under  the 
present  FH  procedures. 

3.  The  planning  and  selection  of  the 
program,  of  projects  will  follow  the  same 
procedures  as  provided  in  the  FH  regulations 
(23  CFR  Part  660),  but  the  criteria  may  be 


adjusted  to  improve  the  process.  However, 
the  criteria  adopted  must  ensure  that  the 
transportation  needs  of  the  National  Forest 
system  are  met  in  accordance  with  the  1977 
GAO  report. 

4.  Tlie  proposed  program  of  projects  funded 
with  ITH  discretionary  and  other  funds 
should  be  considered  and  planned  as  part  of 
the  overall  program  plan. 

5.  The  administration  of  the  actual  design 
and  construction  program  (whether 
administered  by  FHWA-Federal  Lands 
Highway  Division  or  the  State  highway 
agency  or  other  public  authority)  will  foUow 
present  procedures. 

Date:  January  2, 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HFS-21. 

Subject:  Information:  Temporary  Matching 
Fund  Waiver — ^Interim  Guidance. 

From:  Director,  Office  of  Fiscal  Services, 
Washington,  DC  2059a 
To:  Regional  Administrators.  Division 
Administrators. 

We  are  attaching  interim  guidance  to  be 
used  in  approving  a  temporary  matching  fund 
waiver  au^orized  by  section  1054  of  the 
Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  E^ciency 
Act  of  1991.  This  guidance  should  be  followed 
until  regulations  are  issued. 

If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  the 
temporary  matching  fund  waiver,  please 
contact  Max  Inman,  FTS  366-2853. 

Peter  J.  Basso. 

Attachment 

Temporary  Matching  Fund  Waiver — Interim 
Guidance 

Section  1054  of  the  ISTEA  of  1991  allows  a 
State  to  request  an  increased  Federal  share 
up  to  100  percent  on  projects  approved  under 
title  23  when  the  Governor  certifies  that 
sufffcient  funds  are  not  available  to  pay  the 
non-Federal  share  of  the  project. 
Implementing  regulations  will  be  issued  in  23 
CFR  part  14a  subpart  C 
The  State  may  claim  the  increased  share 
through  September  3a  1993.  The  amount  of 
the  increased  share  actually  paid  to  the  State 
must  be  repaid  by  March  30, 1994,  or 
deductions  will  be  made  to  the  State's  FY 
1995  and  FY  1996  apportionments.  The 
amotmts  deducted  will  be  reapportioned  to 
States  for  which  deductions  are  not  made. 

Request  for  waiver.  To  request  an 
increased  Federal  share,  the  State  must: 

•  Submit  a  request  for  authorization/ 
obligation  for  a  project  under  title  23. 

•  Provide  the  Governor’s  certificadon 
stating  that  sufficient  funds  are  not  available 
to  pay  the  cost  of  the  non-Federal  share  of 
the  project.  The  certiffcation  may  apply  to 
one  project  or  a  group  of  projects. 

•  Specify  the  Federal  participating  ratio, 
the  amount  of  regular  Federal  funds,  and  the 
amount  of  the  increased  Federal  share,  which 
will  be  identiHed  with  the  special 
appropriation  codes  listed  in  Exhibit  A. 

Governor's  certification.  The  Governor 
must  submit  a  certiBcation  to  the  Division 
Administrator  which  states  that  sufficient 
funds  are  not  available  to  pay  the  cost  of  the 
non-Federal  share  of  a  project  or  projects. 
There  is  no  prescribed  format  for  the 
certification.  Funds  encumbered  or  >  • 


committed  to  other  existing  programs  are 
considered  unavailable  for  matching 
purposes. 

Special  rule  for  maximizing  obligations. 

The  State  may  request  that  the  amount 
obligated  on  the  increased  Federal  share  be 
based  on  the  estimated  costs  that  will  be 
incurred  prior  to  September  30, 1993.  For 
example,  the  State  may  request  100  percent 
participation  on  a  $l,OOaO0O  NHS  project.  It 
estimates  that  only  one-half  of  the  costs  will 
be  incurred  prior  to  September  30, 1993.  The 
amount  obligated  for  the  regular  Federal 
share  (80%)  would  be  $800,000  and  for  the 
increased  Federal  share  may  be  ffom  $100,000 
to  $200,000. 

Fiscal  Management  Information  System.  A 
supplemental  FHWA-37  will  be  prepared  for 
the  increased  Federal  share  as  an  obligation 
using  the  special  appropriation  codes.  The 
supplemental  FHWA-37  should  show  only 
the  State,  special  appropriation  code,  project 
number,  step,  urbanized  area  code,  if 
applicable,  and  the  additional  Federal  funds 
requested  on  a  single  line  with  a  line  number. 

'Ilie  increased  Federal  share  is  charged 
against  the  apportionment/allocation  and  the 
obligation  limitation  in  the  same  maimer  as 
the  regular  Federal  share. 

Project  agreements.  The  project  agreement 
will  contain  the  following  statement 

The  Federal-aid  participation  is  increased 

to _ percent  for  reimbursement  claims 

paid  on  or  before  September  3a  1993,  in 
accordance  with  the  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991,  section 
1054.  The  additional  Federal  fimds  requested 

total  $ - .  Claims  paid  after 

September  3a  1993,  shall  be  at  the  regular 
Federal  pro  rata  share  of _ percent. 

The  project  agreement  may  be  modiBed 
prior  to  September  30. 1993,  to  show  changes 
in  project  costs,  but  the  Federal  participation 
ratio  cannot  be  increased. 

Progress  payments.  The  State  may  claim 
reimbursement  for  the  increased  Federal 
share  as  part  of  its  normal  billing  procedures. 
On  each  claim,  project  costs  must  be  pro 
rated  to  the  regular  Federal  share,  the 
increased  Federal  share,  and  the  State  share, 
if  any.  The  special  appropriation  codes  will 
be  used  to  identify  the  increased  Federal 
share  portion. 

End  of  eligibility.  Effective  October  1, 1993, 
a  modiBed  project  agreement  Form  PR-2A, 
will  be  prepared  for  these  projects  to  reduce 
the  participation  ratio  to  the  regular  Federal 
share.  The  ni-2A  should  contain  the 
following  statement: 

The  project  agreement  executed 

_ (and  modiBed  on _ ), 

is  modiBed  to  decrease  Federal-aid 

participation  to _ percent  in 

accordance  with  the  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991,  section 
1054. 

In  lieu  of  individual  project  agreement 
modiBcations,  the  Division  Administrator 
may  reach  an  understanding  with  the  State 
whereby  the  apprapriate  changes  may  be 
made  in  pen  and  ink  on  the  existing 
agreements.  Each  change  must  be  initialed 
and  dated.  The  state  can  then  be  advised  by 
letter  similar  to  the  following: 
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For  the  proiects  listed  below,  the  project 
agreements  have  been  manually  changed  to 
decrease  the  percent  of  Federal  participation 
as  of  October  1. 1993: 


ProiectNa 


Revised  %  Revised  Fed. 
Fed.  part  funds 


If  you  concur  in  die  above  revisions,  please 
sign  below  and  return  to  FHWA. 

Signature  - 

The  Division  Office  will  revise  each 
supplemental  FHWA-37  to  show  only  the 
amount  actually  reimbursed  as  of  September 

30. 1993.  No  Federal  payments  will  be  made 
after  September  30, 1993,  for  the  increased 
Federal  share. 

Repayment  The  State  may  repay  the 
increas^  Federal  share  on  or  before  March 

30. 1994.  Concurrent  with  the  repayment  of 
the  increased  Federal  share,  the 
supplemental  FHWA-37  shall  be  coded  '"W" 
in  colunm  43  to  indicate  that  the 
supplemental  portion  of  the  project  has  been 
withdrawiL  The  amount  reimbursed  on  the 
increased  Federal  share  will  be  credited  on 
the  next  billing. 

Apportionment  reduction.  If  repayment  is 
not  made  by  March  30, 1994,  the  State's  FY 
1995  and  FY  1996  apportionments  will  be 
reduced.  One-half  of  the  reduction  will  occur 
in  each  of  the  fiscal  years.  The  amounts 
deducted  will  be  reapportioned  to  the 
remaining  States.  Appropriate  adjustments 
will  be  made  to  each  State's  obligation 
limitation. 

Appropriation  Codes — Temporary  Matching 
Fund  Waiver 

The  following  appropriation  codes  will  be 
used  on  all  documents  for  the  increased 
Federal  share: 


Categories 

Regular 

Federal 

share 

Increased 

Federal 

share 

Interstate.-  _ 

042 

04P 

Interstate  Maintenance — 

04M 

040 

Interstate  4R _ 

044 

04T 

Interstate  Substitute . 

177 

04V 

National  Highway  System.. 

315 

31C 

Surface  Transpcriation 

Program . . . . 

33A 

33G 

338 

33H 

33C 

33J 

330 

33K 

33E 

33L 

Bridge  Program . _.... 

114 

110 

117 

11E 

118 

11G 

119 

11M 

Congestion  MNigatton 

Program _ _ 

320 

32B 

Consolidated  Primary - 

010 

01E 

Rural  Secocxtary _ 

075 

07A 

Urban  System . - . — 

W32 

W3A 

W36 

W3B 

The  State  may  request  a  temporary 
matching  fund  waiver  on  any  project 
approved  under  title  23  but  is  encouraged  to 
limit  requests  to  the  categories  listed  above. 
If  the  State  requests  a  waiver  in  a  category 
not  listed,  contact  the  Office  of  Fiscal 


Services,  HFS-21,  to  obtain  the  appropriatkm 
code. 

Date:  January  7, 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HNG-42. 

Sul^ect  Implementation  of  1991 ISTEA, 
Section  1038,  Use  of  Recycled  Paving 
Material. 

From:  Associate  Administrator  for  Program 
Development 

To:  Regional  Federal  Midway 

A^inistrators,  Federal  Lands  Midway 
Program  Administrator. 

Section  1038  of  the  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA)  of 
1991  entitled,  "Use  of  Recycled  Paving 
Material,"  speciHcally  provides  that  a 
Federal-aid  project  may  not  be  disapproved 
on  the  groimds  that  the  project  includes  the 
use  of  asphalt  pavement  containing  recycled 
rubber.  Elective  December  18, 1991,  with  the 
enactment  of  the  Bill  Section  1038  also 
provides  that  a  patented  application  process 
for  recycled  rubber  be  eligible  for  approval 
under  the  same  conditions  that  an  unpatented 
process  is  approved.  Should  you  have  any 
questions  on  this  matter,  please  refer  them  to 
Messrs.  Roger  Goughnour,  Construction  and 
Maintenance  Division,  FTS  366-1549;  or  Jim 
Sorenson,  Pavement  Division,  FTS  366-1333. 
Anthony  R.  Kane. 

Date:  January  9, 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HRW-10. 

Subject  Action:  Outdoor  Advertising 
Changes  in  the  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991 
(ISTEA). 

From:  Associate  Administrator  for  Program 
Development  Washington,  DC  20590. 

To:  Regional  Federal  Highway 
Administrators. 

The  ISTEA  contains  certain  provisions 
which  affect  the  control  as  well  as 
acquisition  of  outdoor  advertising  signs.  The 
following  information  is  provided  for  your 
interim  use  in  assuring  that  these  provisions 
are  implemented  by  the  States  as  mandated 
by  Congress. 

1.  Illegal  signs — Section  1046(b)  requires 
the  removal  of  any  sign  along  the  Interstate 
System  or  the  Federal-aid  primary  system 
which  was  not  lawfully  erected.  'Hie  sign 
owner  must  remove  such  sign  within  90  days 
of  enactment  of  the  ISTEA  at  own  expense, 
or  if  not  removed  by  the  sign  owner,  the  State 
must  remove  the  sign  and  the  sign  owner  will 
be  liable  to  the  State  for  this  removal  cost 

Comment  The  90-day  period  started  on 
December  18, 1991.  Division  offices  should 
notify  States  promptly,  particularly  those 
with  high  numbers  of  illegal  signs.  Failure  of 
a  State  to  assure  that  this  provision  is  met 
may  trigger  the  withholding  of  highway 
construction  funds.  We  recognize  that  State 
law  and/or  procedures  may  inhibit  timely 
State  actions  in  some  cases.  This  will  be 
addressed  in  more  formal  guidance  in  the 
near  future. 

Attached  is  a  copy  of  the  1990  summary 
report  indicating  the  States  with  illegal  signs 
remaining.  The  1991  summary  report  should 
be  available  by  February  1, 1992. 

2.  Scenic  Byway  Prohibition — Section 
1046(c)  is  a  new  provision  that  prohibits  new 


sigiu  adjacent  to  those  portions  of  an 
Interstate  or  primary  hi^way  (other  than 
exempt  signs)  that  is  designated  a  scenic 
byway. 

Comment  Since  this  provision  also  took 
effect  on  December  18,  States  that  have 
scenic  byways  on  the  Interstate  and  primary 
highway  systems  should  cotuider 
withholdiiig  the  issuance  of  permits  for  new 
signs  until  it  is  determined  whether  such 
hi^ways  are  to  be  included  in  the  term 
"designated  scenic  byway." 

3.  Controlled  highways — ^This  includes  the 
Interstate  System,  roads  that  were  on  the 
Federal-aid  primary  system  as  it  existed  on 
June  1, 1991,  and  any  highway  which  is  not 
included  above  but  which  will  be  on  the 
National  Highway  System  (NHS).  Congress 
has  until  September  30, 1995,  to  enact  a  law 
approving  a  designated  NHS.  Until  then, 
outdoor  advertising  controls  will  apply  only 
to  the  Interstate  System  and  the  F^eral-aid 
primary  system  as  it  existed  on  June  1, 1991. 

Comment:  The  intent  is  to  insure  that  as  a 
minimum  the  controls  in  effect  now  will 
remain  in  effect  until  the  NHS  is  identiffed. 

4.  Funding  eligibility — Section  1046(a) 
establishes  Federal-aid  eligibility  of  23  U.S.C 
104  funds  for  the  removal  of  nonconforming 
signs.  In  section  1007,  Surface  Transportation 
Program  (STP),  subsection  (d)(2)  provides 
that  10  percent  of  the  apportioned  funds 
under  Z3  U.S.C.  104(b)(3)  shall  only  be  used 
for  transportation  enhancement  activities. 
This  term  is  defined  to  include  "control  and 
acquisition  of  outdoor  advertising." 

Comment  States  may  want  to  consider 
giving  some  priority  in  the  use  of  STP  funds 
for  the  acquisition  of  outdoor  advertising 
signs,  especially  the  nonconforming  signs  on 
designated  scenic  byways,  as  a  means  to 
achieve  the  10  percent  transportation 
enhancement  activity  requirement. 

5.  Valuation  of  signs — ^The  Federal  law 
requires  the  acquisition  and  removal  of 
nonconforming  signs  if  Federal  funds  are 
available.  To  simplify  the  valuation  of  signs 
and  sites  and  minimize  administrative 
expenses,  the  development  and  use  of  a  cost 
schedule  is  recommended.  The  State  agency 
may  determine  that  an  appraisal  is 
unnecessary  when  the  valuation  problem  is 
imcomplicated  and  the  fair  market  value  of 
the  sign  or  site  is  estimated  at  $2,500  or  less. 
Although  valuation  by  a  schedule  or  an 
appraisal  will  not  be  required  in  this 
instance,  an  informed  judgment  must  be 
made  by  a  qualified  person  and  value 
documentation  is  to  be  in  writing  and 
retained  in  the  State  agency's  file. 

When  an  appraisal  is  necessary,  all 
relevant  and  reliable  approaches  to  value, 
consistent  with  commonly  accepted 
professional  appraisal  practices  must  be 
correctly  used.  In  this  regard  the  sole  use  of 
the  Cross  Rent  Multiplier  (CRM)  to  estimate 
the  value  of  a  sign  does  not  meet  the  intent  of 
49  CFR  24.103  and  24.104.  This  method  has 
limited  use  as  a  general  "rule  of  thumb.”  It 
depends  upon  the  reliability  and  proper 
analysis  of  sales  of  similar  properties  that 
exhibit  a  high  degree  of  uniformity  with 
respect  to  location,  type,  risk  and  financing  (a 
condition  rarely  encountered  in  the  case  of 
signs).  Where  such  sales  do  exist,  the  market 
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approach  should  be  applied  since  it  would 
normally  reflect  a  more  accurate  estimata  of 
value. 

The  income  approach  can  constitata  an 
acceptable  approach  if  business  related 
elements  are  properly  considered  in  the 
appraisal  process. 

It  is  our  posHioa  that  the  use  of  the  cost 
approach  wilt  generally  reflcd  the  most 
reliable  estimated  value  due  to  the  special 
purpose  nature  of  outdoor  advertising  signs. 
Further  the  “Principle  of  Substitution” 
provides  that  the  replacement  cost  of  a 
property  typically  sets  the  upper  limit  of  its 
value. 

The  Appraisal  Standards  Board  (Appraisal 
Foundation)  has  agreed  that  the  Uniform 
Standards  of  Professional  Appraisal  Practice 
(USPAP)  are  consistent  with  die  requirements 
of  49  CFR  24.103  and  24.104.  Accordingly, 
appraisers  should  adhere  to  the  applicable 
provisions  of  Standard  Rales  1. 2  and  3  where 
sign  appraisals  are  involved. 

We  anticipate  issuing  an  ANPRM  shorfly 
on  the  adtninistration  of  outdoor  advertising 
imder  23  U.S.C.  131  as  amended  by  the 
ISTEA. 

Anthony  R.  Kane. 

Attachment 


Nationwide  Summary  Report, 
Nonconforming  and  Illegal  Signs 

[Fiscal  Year  ending  September  30, 1990] 


Region 

State 

Noncoiv 

fomino 

•IQPI8 

remaimng 

Illegal 

signs 

remaining 

1 

CT 

85 

36 

1 

ME 

0 

0 

1 

MA 

42 

76 

1 

NH 

135 

0 

1 

NJ 

491 

105 

1 

NY 

2314 

452 

1 

PR 

0 

105 

1 

RI 

71 

49 

1 

VT 

0 

2 

Subtotat . 

3t38 

■55 

NATiONfiMDE  Summary  Rs>aRT,  Mom- 
conformmq  and  Illegal  Signs— Con¬ 
tinued 

[Fiscal  Year  erxiing  September  30, 1990] 


Region 

Stale 

Nbncorv 

forming 

signs 

lenuiidng 

signs 

remaining 

3 . 

de 

103 

32 

3 . 

DC 

0 

90 

3 . . . 

MD 

1450 

0 

3 . - . 

PA 

7668 

2601 

3 . . . . . 

VA 

2164 

0 

3 . 

WV 

47 

0 

Subtotal . 

11452 

2633 

4 . . . . 

AL 

2959 

1159 

4 . 

FL 

6584 

200 

4 

GA 

2563 

1359 

4 _ 

KY 

677 

848 

4  . . 

MS 

1077 

1416 

4  . 

NC 

3296 

0 

4 

SC 

1971 

0 

4 . 

TN 

3704 

0 

Subtotal - 

22831 

4982 

5 

IL 

1950 

200 

5 . 

IN 

5340 

2602 

5.-„ . . . . 

Ml 

2989 

0 

5..,„ . . . 

MN 

60 

32 

5 . . . . . 

OH 

3481 

51 

Wl 

10195 

0 

Subtotal . . 

24015 

2885 

AR 

1060 

389 

A 

LA 

629 

2820 

6 . . . 

NM 

965 

1540 

6 _  _ 

OR 

2494 

2539 

6 . .  . 

TX 

7535 

1363 

Subtotal _ 

12683 

8651 

T 

M 

461 

10817 

7 . 

KS 

5396 

480 

7 _ 

MO 

3221 

342 

7 . ' . . 

NE 

1805 

257 

SubteW. _ 

_ 

10883 

11896 

« 

OO 

965 

293 

A  . 

MT 

748 

48 

e_ . . . 

NO 

359 

1091 

Nationwide  Summary  Report,  Non¬ 
conforming  AND  Illegal  Signs— Con¬ 
tinued 


[Fiscal  Year  ending  September  30, 1990] 


Region 

Noncon- 

State 

sigrw  - 
remaining 

Illegal 

signs 

iraaining 

8 . . 

SD 

3036 

111 

. . . 

....  UT 

0 

4 

8 .  — 

....  WY 

1642 

6 

Subtotal - 

. . 

6750 

15SS 

9 . . 

_.  AZ 

3514 

97 

9 . 

_  CA 

2884 

395 

9 . — 

_  HI 

0 

0 

9 . . 

NV 

12 

0 

Subtotal - 

6410 

492 

10 . . 

__  AK 

0 

131 

10 _ 

ID 

142 

58 

10 - 

OR 

14 

0 

10. . . . ... 

_  WA 

32 

38 

Subtotal - 

168 

227 

Total - 

— 

88950 

S4m 

CXjtdoor  Advertising  Control 
Program  Summary 

[Fiscal  year  eming  September  30, 1991] 
Nonconforming  Compensable  Signs 


Signs  removed  dudne  fiscal  year  1991 — _  40 

Signs  removed  to  dslB . .  118,951 

Signs  remaining  to  be  removed  -  92,213 

Total  signs . . . . — - -  211,164 

Percent  signs  removed . . .  56% 

Illegal  Norxx)mpensat)la  Signs 


Signs  removed  during  fiscal  year  1991 -  15,041 

Signs  removed  to  date . .  676,686 

Signs  remaining  to  be  remoeed - 22, 140 

Total  signs . . . . .  698,834 

Percent  sigrts  remoued . — .  97% 


BILLING  CODE  4S10-22-M 


14888 


Federal  Register  /  Vol.  57.  No.  79  /  Thursday.  April  23. 1992  /  Notices 


HATIONWIDE  SUMMARY  REPORT 
NONCONFORMING  AND  ILLEGAL  SIGNS 
Fiscal  Year  ending  Septesber  30,  1991 


NON-C 

NON-C 

ILLEGAL 

ILLEGAL 

REMOVED 

REMOVED 

NON-C 

REMOVED 

REMOVED 

ILLEGAL 

REGION 

STATE 

FY  91 

TO  DATE 

REMAIN 

FY  91 

TO  DATE 

REMAIN 

**  Region  1 


1 

CT 

0 

124 

83 

35 

8786 

11 

1 

ME 

0 

2423 

0 

0 

18062 

0 

1 

MA 

0 

109 

42 

550 

13988 

76 

•1 

NH 

0 

714 

118 

24 

1832 

0 

1 

NJ 

0 

0 

487 

223 

23944 

64 

1 

NY 

0 

1767 

2324 

204 

18467 

761 

1 

PR 

0 

0 

0 

12 

298 

152 

1 

RI 

0 

8 

70 

52 

821 

3 

1 

VT 

0 

917 

0 

30 

2270 

5 

♦♦  Subtotal 

** 

0 

6062 

3124 

1130 

88468 

1072 

Region  3 

3 

DE 

0 

210 

103 

0 

194 

92 

3 

DC 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5 

0 

3 

MD 

0 

614 

1450 

433 

23780 

0 

3 

PA 

0 

8495 

7549 

388 

11816 

2213 

3 

VA 

0 

733 

1942 

98 

1393 

0 

3 

wv 

0 

1127 

47 

245 

7772 

0 

Subtotal 

** 

0 

11179 

11091 

1164 

44960 

2305 

**  Region  4 

4 

AL 

0 

2163 

2959 

105 

2380 

889 

4 

FL 

0 

2105 

3251 

7143 

105916 

200 

4 

GA 

0 

1150 

2437 

144 

24817 

1273 

4 

KY 

0 

2990 

677 

386 

36453 

462 

4 

NS 

0 

500 

1077 

64 

2123 

1352 

4 

NC 

0 

1108 

3242 

'  144 

12835 

0 

SC 

0 

1889 

1906 

235 

7479 

0 

4 

TN 

0 

579 

3620 

24 

7666 

0 

**  Subtotal 

** 

0 

12484 

19169 

8245 

199669 

4176 

Region  5 

5 

IL 

0 

9230 

2543 

452 

24028 

143 

5 

IN 

0 

1743 

5329 

10 

2376 

2592 

5 

MI 

0 

6097 

2913 

538 

27285 

32 

5 

MN 

0 

6637 

110 

280 

11741 

12 

5 

OH 

0 

3167 

3481 

253 

6599 

500 

5 

WI 

0 

3111 

9369 

276 

18158 

0 

**  Subtotal 

** 

0 

29985 

23745 

1809 

90187 

3279 
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MATIONfflDE  SUMKARir  REPORT 
NONCONFORMING  AND  ILLEGAL  SIGNS 
Fiscal  Year  ending  Septenber  30,  1991 


REGION  STATE 

NON-C 
REMOVED 
FY  91 

NON-C 
REMOVED 
TO  DATE 

ILLEGAL 
NON-C  REMOVED 
REMAIN  FY  91 

ILLEGAL 
REMOVED 
TO  DATE 

ILLEGAL 

REMAIN 

**  Region  6 

6  AR 

0 

1366 

1060 

125 

7131 

0 

6  LA 

0 

283 

589 

55 

3414 

2968 

6  NN 

0 

317 

965 

96 

694 

1444 

6  OK 

0 

2002 

2394 

116 

9747 

2423 

6  TX 

0 

9204 

7377 

318 

35546 

1387 

♦*  Subtotal  *♦ 

0 

13172 

12385 

710 

56532 

8222 

**  Region  7 

7  lA 

0 

7464 

461 

0 

38633 

0 

7  KS 

0 

2903 

5093 

125 

5813 

242 

7  NO 

0 

107 

3019 

82 

24499 

448 

7  HE 

0 

6363 

1719 

14 

28503 

243 

♦♦  Subtotal  ♦* 

0 

16837 

10292 

221 

97448 

933 

**  Region  8 

8  CO 

0 

2585 

683 

209 

15545 

242 

8  NT 

0 

8041 

744 

3 

4061 

45 

8  ND 

40 

2381 

319 

53 

3100 

1038 

8  SD 

0 

2251 

3056 

29 

22571 

155 

8  UT 

0 

2595 

0 

1 

8163 

3 

8  WY 

0 

692 

1636 

4 

4341 

2 

**  Subtotal  ** 

40 

18545 

6438 

299 

57781 

1485 

**  Region  9 

9  AZ 

0 

1544 

3528 

0 

8058 

97 

9  CA 

0 

2151 

2232 

473 

5701 

300 

9  HI 

0 

6 

0 

730 

1736 

0 

9  NV 

0 

778 

6 

0 

1268 

0 

**  Subtotal 

0 

4479 

5766 

1203 

16763 

397 

**  Region  10 

10  AK 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5981 

131 

10  ID 

0 

1524 

157 

124 

3266 

112 

10  OR 

0 

2027 

14 

74 

5441 

0 

10  NA 

0 

2657 

32 

62 

10190 

36 

*♦  Subtotal  *♦ 

,  0 

6208 

203 

260 

24878 

279 

Total  *** 

40 

118951 

92213 

15041 

676686 

22148 

BiLLmacooe 


14890 
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Date:  January  10. 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HFO-30. 

Subject:  Additional  Procedures  for 
Monitoring  MCSAP  Funding 
From:  Director.  Office  of  Motor  Carrier  Field 
Operations 

To:  Regional  Directors.  O^ice  of  Motor 
Carriers  Regions  1-10 
This  past  year,  we  encountered  problems 
with  some  of  the  procedures  used  for  tracking 
MCSAP  funding.  We  note  that  while  the 
Motor  Carrier  Safety  Manual  (M7000.6. 
Volume  4,  Chapter  1,  Guidelines  for 
Administration  of  the  MCSAP]  includes 
obligation  and  reimbursement  procedures 
that  States,  Division,  and  Regional  O^ices 
must  follow,  it  does  not  include  specific 
directions  on  the  type  of  information  and 
paperwork  that  should  be  exchanged 
between  Headquarters  (State  Programs 
Division]  and  the  Regional  o^ices  whenever 
there  is  an  increase  or  decrease  in  MCSAP 
funding. 

In  the  absence  of  any  other  written 
guidelines,  this  memorandum  establishes 
procedures  to  be  followed  by  the  Region/ 
Division  offices  on  all  future  MCSAP  funding 
activities. 

•  Anytime  there  is  an  increase  or  decrease 
in  MCSAP  funding,  copies  of  all  related 
forms — final  vouchers.  MCSAP-2s  or 
MCSAP-2AS — must  be  forwarded  to  the 
State  Programs  Division  along  with  an 
informal  transmittal  memorandum.  At  a 
minimum,  the  information  in  the  transmittal 
memorandum  and  attachments  should 
include:  the  project  number  assigned  to  each 
transaction,  the  dollar  amount  of  increase  or 
decrease,  and  the  reason  for  the  increase  or 
decrease. 

•  Each  Division  Office  must  make  certain 
all  increases  and  decreases  noted  on 
MCSAP-2S  and  MCSAP-2A8,  and  final 
vouchers  are  properly  recorded  in  the  Fiscal 
Management  Information  System  (FMISj. 
Discrepancies  must  be  reconciled  with  the 
Office  of  Fiscal  Services.  As  a  reminder, 
appropriation  542  funds  cannot  be  entered 
into  the  FMIS  at  the  Division  level.  The  FMIS 
entries  for  appropriation  542  funds  are  made 
by  the  Office  of  Fiscal  Services  when  the 
paperwork  is  received  in  the  Headquarters 
office. 

•  The  State  Programs  Division  will  issue  a 
Deallocation  of  Funds  memorandum  to  the 
appropriate  Region  whenever  funds  are 
deallocated.  After  receiving  the 
memorandum,  the  Region/Division  should 
verify  the  amount  of  funds  and  ensure  that 
the  amount  of  funds  indicated  are  in 
agreement  with  funds  in  the  FMIS.  Notify  the 
State  Programs  Division  immediately  if  a 
discrepancy  is  discovered. 

•  The  Regional  Office  should  receive  the 
Deallocation  of  Funds  memorandum  within  3 
weeks  after  the  MCSAP-2s,  MCSAP-2As,  or 
final  vouchers  are  sent  to  the  State  Programs 
Division. 

•  Regional  offices  are  responsible  for 
tracking  all  State  expenditure  activities, 
identifying  and  resolving  any  discrepancies, 
and  keeping  the  State  Programs  Division 
informed. 

We  appreciate  your  cooperation  in 
following  these  new  procedures.  If  you  need 
additional  information  on  the  process,  please 


contact  Ms.  Bonnie  Simmons  at  FTS  366- 
2967. 

Michael  F.  Trentacoste. 

Date:  January  17, 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HNG-14. 

Subject:  Section  1058-1991  Intermodal 
Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act 
From:  Associate  Administrator  for  Program 
Development 

To:  Regional  Federal  Highway 

Administrators  Federal  Lands  Highway 
Program  Administrator 
Section  1058  of  the  1991  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA] 
requires  each  State  ot  certify  annually  that  a 
minimum  of  2yt  percent  of  the  mileage  of  new 
of  new  or  replacement  permanent  median 
barriers  included  in  awarded  contracts  along 
Federal-aid  highways  shall  be  innovative 
safety  barriers. 

The  following  guidelines  are  intended  to 
clarify  the  intent  and  application  of  this 
requirement: 

1.  A  median  barrier  is  defined  as  a 
longitudinal  barrier  that  is  crashworthy  on 
both  sides  and  used  to  separate  vehicular 
traffic.  Generally,  median  barriers  are 
symmetrical.  A  roadside  barrier  installed  on 
the  left  side  of  a  divided  roadway  to  shield  a 
hazard  located  in  the  median  (such  as  a 
drainage  chaimel,  rail  line  or  steep 
embaidunent]  from  traffic  in  one  direction 
only  is  not  considered  a  median  barrier. 

2.  Permanent  median  barrier,  in  addition  to 
that  traditionally  so  defined,  includes 
moveable  barrier  systems  when  these 
systems  are  part  of  an  ongoing  traffic  control 
system  such  as  reverse  flow  lanes.  It  does  not 
include  barrier  systems  used  in  construction 
and  work  zones. 

3.  Our  interpretation  of  Section  1058  is  that 
it  applies  only  to  awarded  contracts  on 
Federal-aid  projects  on  the  National  Highway 
System. 

4.  The  1991  ISTEA  defines  an  innovative 
safety  barrier  as  one  which  is  considered 
experimental  by  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration  (FHWA]  or  was  classified  as 
operational  after  January  1, 1985.  However, 
the  FHWA  no  longer  classifies  traffic  barriers 
as  experimental  or  operational  but  rather 
leaves  this  decision  to  each  State  highway 
agency  once  a  barrier  is  deemed 
crashworthy.  (See  Mr.  Willett's  memorandum 
dated  October  9, 1991,  “Use  of  Experimental 
Traffic  Barriers  on  Federal-aid  Highway 
Projects."]  Therefore,  for  purposes  of  this 
section,  an  iimovative  median  barrier  is  one 
which  (1]  is  considered  experimental  by  a 
State;  or  (2]  is  not  already  in  use  (or  is  in 
limited  use]  by  that  State  and  diners 
significantly  in  material,  size,  shape, 
performance/test  level,  or  operational 
characteristics  from  median  barriers  in 
common  use  elsewhere. 

5.  Properietary  median  barrier  systems 
must  be  procured  pursuant  to  existing 
Federal-aid  requirements  contained  in  23  CFR 
635.411. 

6.  Each  FHWA  division  office  should 
coordinate  with  the  State  highway  agency  to 
ensure  the  annual  certification  report 
indicates  the  total  mileage  of  median  barriers 
installed  and  the  mileage,  by  type,  of 


innovative  barrier.  The  first  such  report  shall 
be  submitted  to  this  office  by  March  31, 1993, 
and  shall  cover  contracts  awarded  during 
calendar  year  1992. 

Any  questions  pertaining  to  Section  1058 
may  be  addressed  to  Mr.  James  Hatton  of  my 
staff  at  FTS  366-1329  or  Mr.  Richard  Powers 
at  386-1320. 

Anthony  R.  Kane. 

Date:  October  9, 1991. 

Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HNG-14. 

Subject:  Use  of  Experimental  Traffic  Barriers 
on  Federal-aid  Highway  Projects 
From:  Director,  Office  of  Engineering 
To:  Regional  Federal  Highway 

Administrators  Federal  Lands  Highway 
Program  Administrator 

An  experimental  barrier  is  defined  as  “a 
barrier  that  has  performed  satisfactorily  in 
full-scale  crash  tests  and  promises 
satisfactory  in-service  performance."  An 
operational  barrier  is  "a  barrier  that  has 
performed  satisfactorily  in  full-scale  crash 
tests  and  has  demonstrated  satisfactory  in- 
service  performance."  It  has  been  and 
continues  to  be  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration  (FHWA)  policy  that  barriers 
classified  either  as  experimental  or 
operational  are  acceptable  for  use  on 
Federal-aid  highway  projects,  the  only 
restrictions  being  those  for  product  selection 
or  use  of  proprietary  products  as  found  in  23 
CFR  635.411. 

In  practice,  this  policy  has  come  to  be 
generally  interpreted  as  requiring  that 
experimental  traffic  barriers,  particularly 
terminals  and  crash  cushions,  be  installed  as 
experimental  features  and  that  they  remain  in 
that  status  until  FHWA  accepts  a  passing  in- 
service  evaluation.  This  interpretation  has 
tended  to  limit  the  installation  of  new 
barriers  to  only  a  few;  thus  giving  them  very 
little  exposure  and  requiring  a  lengthy  period 
to  accumulate  statistically  valid  experience. 
While  information  obtained  from  the  in- 
service  evaluations  has  proven  useful  and 
under  FHWA’s  Special  ^perimental  Project 
Program  the  reporting  time  and  format  for  in- 
service  evaluations  have  been  reduced 
significantly  to  encourage  participation,  it 
nevertheless  still  seems  that  this  process  has 
slowed  the  introduction  and  significant  use  of 
new,  completely  and  successfully  crash 
tested  barriers.  The  "experimental”  label 
appears  to  indicate  to  some  that  a  barrier 
may  not  be  crashworthy  when  in  fact  it  is. 

The  Office  of  Engineering  will  continue  to 
evaluate  the  design  details,  specifications, 
and  crash  tests  results  for  proposed  new 
traffic  barriers  and  to  establish  their 
acceptability  for  use  on  Federal-aid  highway 
projects.  However,  the  decision  whether 
FHWA  accepted  traffic  barriers  should  be 
deployed  as  "experimental"  or  “operational" 
should  be  made  by  the  States.  Either  way,  the 
FHWA  has  already  established  their 
acceptability  for  Federal-aid  projects. 
Regardless  of  how  a  State  chooses  to  deploy 
new  barriers,  in-service  evaluations  are  still 
important  and  we  strongly  urge  that  all  safety 
features,  not  only  barriers,  receive  continual 
review  and  evaluation  to  ensure  they  are 
performing  satisfactorily.  This  will  allow  us 
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to  gain  wider  and  quicker  deployment  cf 
promising  new  barrier  technology  and  as  a 
result,  obtain  better  operational  information 
on  the  practical  aspects  of  construction, 
maintenance,  and  most  importantly, 
performance  under  held  conditions. 

Thomas  O.  Willett. 


Date:  January  23, 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HNG-12. 

Subject:  Allocation  of  FY 1992  Funding  for 
High  Priority  Segments — Section  1105(f) 
of  the  1991  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA) 
[HNG-12-€192-362-0011) 

From:  Associate  Administrator  for  Program 
Development 

To:  Regional  Federal  Highway 
Administrators 

Section  1105  of  the  1991  ISTEA  designated 
21  high  priority  corridors  on  the  National 
Highway  System  (NHS)  and  authorized  three 
types  of  funding  assistance.  This  assistance 
consists  of  (1)  $1,183,160,000  for  29  high 
priority  segments  over  a  6-year  period,  (2)  $48 
million  in  discretionary  funding  for  feasibility 
and  design  studies  over  a  6-year  period,  and 
(3)  a  $200  million  revolving  loan  fund. 

Of  the  high  priority  segments  funds, 
$91,732,382  is  available  for  obligation  in  FY 
1992.  A  total  of  $$61,156,991  is  hereby 
allocated  to  the  States  as  shown  on  the 
attachment  for  FY  1992  for  19  of  the  29 
designated  segments.  For  the  eight  projects 
located  in  multiple  States,  the  allocation  is 
deferred  until  further  coordination  takes 
place  with  the  affected  FHWA  field  ofRces 
and  States.  The  coordination  will  determine 
if  one  State  will  take  a  lead  role  and  receive 
the  entire  allocation  or  if  some  split  of  the 
funds  between  the  States  is  needed.  A 
separate  memorandum  will  be  issued  on  this 
coordination.  A  separate  allocation 
memorandum  will  be  issued  for  the 
Cumberland  Gap  segment  that  is  being 
administered  by  the  FHWA  Federal  Lands 
Highway  O^ice.  The  funds  for  the  1-66 
Transamerica  Highway  Feasibility  Study  will 
be  administered  by  the  FHWA  Planning 
Analysis  Division  (HEP-23]. 

The  appropriation  code  for  these  funds  is 
362.  They  are  available  imtil  expended  and 
not  subject  to  obligation  limitation.  The 
Federal  share  is  discussed  below.  A  FMIS 
project  prefix  and  number  for  each  project 
have  been  established  and  are  shown  on  the 
attachment. 

The  following  provides  a  subsection-by¬ 
subsection  analysis  of  section  1105  and 
provides  information  information  needed  in 
administering  these  funds. 

1105(a) — Outlines  the  reasons  why 
Congress  decided  to  give  priority  to  the 
development  of  new  regional  routes  in  the 
country. 

1105(b) — Describes  the  purpose  of  the 
section  that  is  to  help  the  State  to  prepare 
long-range  plans  and  feasibility  studies  and 
to  construct/reconstruct  highways  in  these 
corridors  on  the  National  Highway  System. 

1105(c) — ^Defines  the  21  authorized  high 
priority  corridors  on  the  National  Highway 
System. 

1105(d] — ^Directs  the  Secretary  to  include 
the  21  corridors  in  the  National  Highway 
System. 


1105(e)(1) — Recommends  that  each  State 
prepare  a  detailed  plan  for  the  funding  and 
completion  of  upgrading  of  the  highways  in 
each  portion  of  the  corridors  in  their  State. 
While  the  preparation  of  these  plans  is  not 
mandatory,  we  hope  that  each  State  would 
complete  them  by  January  1, 1993.  A  copy  of 
each  plan  should  be  forwarded  to  this  ofEce, 
attention  HNG-12.  This  information  will  be 
used  in  preparing  appropriate  status  reports. 

1105(e)(2) — Recommends  that  each  State 
prepare  feasibility  and  design  studies,  as 
necessary,  for  those  corridors  or  portions  of  it 
where  studies  have  not  been  prepared.  It  also 
suggests  that  a  feasibility  study  be  prepared 
for  a  possible  spur  serving  the  southern  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area  ^m  the  Avenue  of 
the  Saints  corridor.  A  total  of  $48  million  in 
discretionary  funding  for  feasibility  studies 
over  a  6-year  period  is  authorized  in  Section 
1105(h). 

1105(e)(3) — Allows  certiHcation  acceptance 
procedures  to  be  used  on  the  corridors. 

1105(e)(4) — Allows  the  Secretary  to  use 
procedures  to  accelerate  the  completion  of 
projects  in  the  corridors. 

1105(f) — IdentiRes  29  high  priority  corridor 
segments  along  with  the  total  amount 
authorized  from  the  Highway  Trust  Fund  for 
each  segment  over  the  6-year  period.  These 
funds  cannot  be  used  on  another  section 
1105(f)  segment  unless  specifically  authorized 
by  statute. 

1105(g)(1) — Suggests  that  each  State 
prepare  a  detailed  plan  for  the  funding  and 
completion  of  construction  of  segments 
identified  in  section  1105(f)  in  their  State. 
While  the  preparation  of  these  plans  is  not 
mandatory,  we  hope  that  each  State  would 
complete  them  by  January  1, 1993.  A  copy  of 
each  plan  should  be  forwarded  to  this  ofHce, 
attention  HNG-12. 

1105(g)(2) — Provides  for  amounts  to  be 
available  for  obligation  on  the  high  priority 
corridor  segments  by  fiscal  year.  In  FY  1992, 8 
percent  of  die  amount  authorized  for  each 
project  by  section  1105(f)  will  be  available  for 
obligation  by  project.  However,  section  1004, 
Budget  Compliance,  requires  that  the  Office 
of  Management  and  Budget  score  the 
budgeting  impact  of  this  bill.  This  scoring  has 
resulted  in  a  reduction  in  the  amount  of  funds 
that  may  be  obligated  in  FY  1992  by 
$2,980,418.  These  funds  may  be  available  for 
obligation  in  later  year(s]  if  budget 
restrictions  permit.  In  I^  1993  through  FY 
1997,  an  additional  18.4  percent  per  year  of 
the  total  amount  authorized  will  be  available 
for  obligation. 

1105(g)(3) — ^Provides  that  the  Federal  share 
shall  be  80  percent  for  all  projects.  However, 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
1021(d),  for  those  high  priority  corridor 
segment  projects  that  would  be  eligible  for 
assistance  under  23  U.S.C.  204  or  are  on  a 
federally  owned  bridge,  the  Federal  share  is 
100  percent. 

1105(g](4] — ^Provides  that  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  title  23,  U.S.C..  the  State  upon 
request  will  be  delegated  responsibility  for 
construction  of  a  project  or  projects  under 
section  1105(f).  It  is  expected  that  each 
project  advanced  under  these  procedures  will 
be  developed  and  processed  by  the  State  in 
accordance  with  all  standard  Federal-aid 
procedures,  including  certification 
acceptance  if  applicable. 


1105(g)(5) — Establishes  the  conditions 
under  which  a  State  may  use  advance 
construction  for  all  projects  under  section 
1105(f).  Specifically,  when  a  State  has 
obligated  all  funds  allocated  to  it  under 
section  1105(f)  for  a  specific  project,  it  can 
proceed  under  advanced  construction 
procedures  for  that  project.  The  amount  of 
work  advanced  under  this  provision  must  be 
limited  to  the  State's  remaining  expected 
allocation  of  funds  under  section  1105(f)  for 
that  project.  Incremental  conversions  are 
permissible  as  subsequent  allocations 
become  available. 

1105(g)(6) — ^Establishes  the  applicability  of 
title  23,  U.S.C.,  provides  contract  authority, 
states  the  period  of  availability  as  being 
available  until  expended,  and  establishes 
that  funds  authorized  by  section  1105(f)  are 
not  subject  to  any  obligation  limitation. 

1105(g)(7) — Amends  section  105  of  title  23, 
U.S.C.,  to  allow  the  States  to  give  funding 
priority  to  those  projects  in  the  high  priority 
corridors  identified  under  Section  1105(f). 

1105(g)(8) — Excludes  the  California  high 
priority  corridor  segment  fimding  from 
California  State  or  local  laws  relating  to  the 
apportionment  of  funds  available  for  highway 
construction  or  improvement. 

1105(h] — ^Authorizes  $48  million  in 
discretionary  funding  for  feasibility  and 
design  studies  over  a  6-year  period.  A 
separate  memorandum  soliciting  requests  for 
FY  1992  funding  will  be  issued. 

1105(i) — Establishes  a  revolving  loan  fund 
for  the  high  priority  corridors  and  authorizes 
$200  million  over  the  FY  1993-1997  period.  A 
separate  solicitation  memorandum  explaining 
the  operation  of  the  fund  and  soliciting 
requests  for  FY  1993  funding  will  be  issued 
later  in  this  fiscal  year. 

The  Division  Administrator  should  reach 
agreement  with  the  State  on  the  scope,  nature 
and  limits  of  the  highway  project(s)  to  be 
funded  in  each  designated  section  1105(f) 
segment  at  an  early  date.  Within  90  days, 
please  provide  the  following  to  Mr.  Jerry 
Poston,  Chief,  Federal-Aid  Program  Branch, 
HNG-12:  information  on  the  status  of  the 
segment,  including  a  functional  classification 
of  route,  highway  numbers.  State  priority 
(high,  medium,  low,  opposed),  number  of 
miles  in  the  segment,  number  of  miles  up  to 
standard,  number  of  miles  needed  to  be 
upgraded  and  number  of  miles  on  new 
location,  estimated  cost  of  the  segment,  a 
map,  brief  description  of  the  project(s)  on 
which  the  section  1105(f)  funds  are  to  be 
used,  estimated  starting  and  completion 
dates,  estimated  total  cost,  other  types  of 
funds  to  be  used,  types  of  work  involved,  and 
the  estimated  funds  to  be  obligated  in  fiscal 
years  1992  and  1993  on  these  projects. 

Additional  guidance  will  be  issued  as 
required  on  individual  segments  after  we 
have  reviewed  the  appropriate  Congressional 
Records  and  House  and  Senate  reports. 

You  may  call  Mr.  Jerry  Poston  at  FTS:  366- 
4652  or  Mr.  Paul  Los  at  FTS:  366-4654  if  you 
have  questions. 

By  copy  of  this  memorandum,  the  Office  of 
Fiscal  Services,  Program  Analysis  Division,  is 
requested  to  process  this  distribution. 

Thomas  O.  Willett  for  Anthony  R.  Kane. 

Attachment 
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lac  t  i  on 

Allocation  of  F 

unds 

Stata 

»rojaet 

tinbar 

Projact  LocatiorVNana 

T"  t  V 

Project 

Nurber 

Project 
(APPM  362) 

State 

Totala 

16 

Stataa 

24 

1-66  Tranaanarica  Nightwy  Faaaibility  Stvidr 

OPS  0024(001) 

0 

0  ' 

FHUA:  NFL-1 

25 

To  inprova  Cuibarland  Gap  Tunnal  and  for 
varioua  aaaociatad  laprovananta  as  part  of 
tha  US-25E  Corridor 

DPS  0025(001) 

0 

0 

Alabana 

H 

Upgrading  of  tha  Eaat-Uaat  Corridor  along 

Rowta  72  in  Alabana 

Appalachian  Ragional  Corridor  X  fron  SR-25 
naar  Fulton,  MS  to  US-31  in  tinainghan,  AL 

OPS  A002(001) 

DPS  0008(001) 

0  • 

4,589,875 

Appalachian  Regional  Corridor  V  fron  MS  Stata 
Lina  naar  tad  Say  to  TN  Stata  Lina  north  of 
•ridgaport,  AL. 

DPS  0009(001) 

1,969,305 

6,559,180 

Arkanaaa 

H 

For  conatruction  of  Mighuoy  412  fron  Siloan 
Springs  to  Springdala,  Arkanaaa 

For  conatruction  of  Nighuay  412  fron 
Springdala  to  Harrison,  Arkanaaa 

DPS  0004(001) 

OPS  0005(001) 

2,636,077 

4,341,774 

> 

14 

15 

Construction  of  US- 71  batMoan  Fayattavilla 
and  Aina,  At  as  part  of  North-South  Corridor 
Construction  of  US-71  fron  Aina,  Arkansas  to 
Louisiana  Stata  Lina  -  Arkanaaa  portion 

OPS  0014(001) 

OPS  A015(001) 

7,753,168 

0  * 

29 

Highway  412  fron  Harrison  to  Mt.  Hoaia 

DPS  0029(001) 

1,550,634 

16,281,653 

Arizona 

20 

For  iaprovanants  on  1-15  and  1-40  In 

Arizona 

DPS  A020{001) 

0  * 

0  i 

California 

20 

For  inprowanants  on  1-15  and  1-40  in 
Califomia 

OPS  C020(001) 

0  * 

. 

0 

Gaorgia 

2 

Upgrading  of  tha  Eaat-Wwat  Corridor  along 
Routa  72  in  Georgia 

OPS  G002(001) 

0  * 

■ 

0 

Iowa 

22 

For  iaprovanants  for  Awanus  of  tha  Saints 
in  Iowa 

DPS  1022(001) 

0  * 

0 

Indiana 

is 

19 

Construct  a  4-lane  highway  fron  Lafsyatta  to 
Ft.  Uayna  following  oaiatlng  SR-2S  i  U$-24 
Conduct  faaaibility  and  ocononic  study  to 
widen  US-24  fron  Ft.  Uayna,  IN  to  Toledo,  ON 

736,551 

0  * 

26 

To  iaprova  tlooHUngton  to  Newberry, IN  sa  jaant 
of  lndianapolis,lM  •  Manphis,TN  eorridor 

DPS  0026(001) 

1,837,301 

2,574,052 

Louitiana 

21 

To  iaprova  tha  North-South  Corridor  fron  the 
iouiaiana  State  Line  to  Shreveport,  Louisiana 

DPS  0021(001) 

2,294,938 

2,294,938  : 

Michigan 

16 

Uiden  a  bO-arile  portion  of  Highway  N-59  fron 
MacCoab  County  to  1-96  in  Howell  County 

DPS  0016(001) 

2,294,9» 

2,294,938 

1 . 

Minneaota 

22 

Far  iaprovanants  for  Avenue  of  the  Saints 
in  Minnesota 

DPS  M022(001) 

mm 

■ 

Miaaiteippi 

2 

Upgrading  of  tha  East-Uest  Corridor  along 
Route  72  in  nississipoi 

OPSN002(001) 

muM 

Miaaouri 

3 

loprovanent  of  North-South  Corridor  along 
Highway  71  in  Southwestern,  MO  "... 

DPS  0003(001) 

279,114 

279,114 

22 

For  iaprowanants  for  Avenue  of  the  Saints 
in  Missouri 

DPS  M022(001) 

0  • 

A:\F92n05.UK1  Nott: 


No  NllocAtions  nadt  for  M(At1>Stit«  «r  FNUA  sagwants  at  this  tint. 


13- Jan-92 


HNG-tZ 


Federal  Register  /  Vol.  57,  No.  79  /  Thursday,  April  23, 1992  /  Notices 


14893 


U.  S.  DEPAilTP€NT  OF  TRANSPORTATION  •  FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  AONINISTRATiON 


FY  1992  ALLOCATION  OF  FUiDS  FOR  SPECIAL  PROJECTS  AUTHORIZED  »Y  SECTION  110S(f),  HIGH  PRIORITY  SEGMENTS, 
OF  THE  INTERNOOAL  SURFACE  TRANSPORTATION  EFFICIENCY  ACT  OF  1991,  INCLUDING  THE  SECTION  1004  REDUCTION 


i 

(action 

>roj*ct 

tuNsar 

unds 

stat* 

Project  Location/Nan* 

•  "  4  « 

Project 

Nunber 

Project 
(APPM  362) 

Stat* 

Totals 

Nabraska 

Conduct  a  feasibility  study  of  an  axpraasway 
froai  Rapid  City  to  Scottt  Huff,  Nabraska 

DPS  N007(001) 

0  • 

H 

To  improve  tha  Heartland  Expressway  freai 

Rapid  City  to  Scott*  Bluff,  Nebraska 

DPS  N017(001> 

0  • 

0 

Havada 

20 

For  improveawnts  on  1*15  and  1*40  in  Nevada 

DPS  N020(001) 

0  * 

0 

Heu  York 

30 

Improvaiaants  on  Rout*  219  between  Springvill* 
to  Ellicottvill*  in  New  York  State 

DPS  0030(001) 

736,551 

736,551 

North  Carolina 

13 

Constructing  new  highway  froai  Rocky  Mount 
to  Elizabeth 

DPS  NC13(001) 

0  * 

0 

Ohio 

19 

Conduct  feasibility  and  econoaiic  study  to 
widen  US*24  froai  Ft.  Wayne,  IN  to  Toledo,  ON 

DPS  0019(001) 

0  • 

0  1 

. 1 

Ptnnaylvania 

1 

For  upgrading  US*220  High  Priority  Corridor 
between  Stat*  College  and  1*80 

OPS  0001(001) 

3,930,856 

To  improve  US*220  to  a  4* lane  limited  access 
highway  from  Bald  Eagle  northward  to  US*322 

OPS  0006(001) 

11,474,688 

15,405,544 

South  Dakota 

Conduct  a  feasibility  study  of  an  axpressway 
from  Rapid  City  to  Scotta  Bluff,  Nebraska 

OPS  S007(001) 

0  * 

■ 

To  improve  the  Heartland  Expressway  froai 

Rapid  City  to  Scott*  Bluff,  Nebraska 

OPS  S017(001) 

0  * 

0 

Tannessa* 

2 

Upgrading  of  the  East*U*st  Corridor  along 
Rout*  72  in  Tennessee 

DPS  T002(001) 

0  * 

0 

Texas 

15 

Construction  of  US*71  from  Alms,  Arkansas  to 
Louisiana  Stat*  Lin*  •  Texas  portion 

OPS  TOIS(OOI) 

0  • 

0 

Virginia 

13 

For  Upgrading  1*64  4  Rout*  17  in  Virginia 

DPS  V013(001) 

0  * 

28 

Construction  of  Danville  Bypass  on  Rout*  29 
Corridor 

OPS  0028(001) 

1,318,039 

1,318,039 

Washington 

27 

US*395  improvaiaants  from  US  Canadian  border 
to  Oregon  Stat*  Lin* 

OPS  0027(001) 

4,225,477 

4,225,477 

West  Virginia 

10 

11 

Construction  of  Shawnee  Project  from  3*Com*i 
Junction  to  1*77  as  part  of  1*73/74  Corridor 
Widening  US*52  from  Huntington  to  Williamson 
WV  as  part  of  1*73/74  Corridor  Project 

OPS  0010(001) 

OPS  0011(001) 

348,A'>3 

7,753,168 

9,187,505 

12 

Raplacamant  of  US*S2  from  Williamaon,  WV  to 
1*77  a*  part  of  1*73/74  Corridor  Project 

OPS  0012(001) 

1,085,444 

■ 

Totals: 

61,156,991 

61,156,991 

A:\F92110S.UK1  Not*:  •  Ro  •llocation*  Md*  for  Nultl'Stat*  or  FNUA  ••gMntt  at  thU  tl«*. 
nujNo  cooc  4aio>22^  - 1  i  •  .  :  . !  j  ;  ■  I  .  ..  • 
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Date:  January  27, 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn.  o£:  HHS-21. 

Subject  Motorcjrcle  Helmet  and  Ooci^ot 
Restraint  Incentive  Program. 

Fronr  Associate  Administrator  far  Safety  and 
System  ApplioatioM,  Waehtnglon.  D.C. 
20590. 

To:  Region^  Admiidstrators. 

Attached  for  your  information  is  a  copy  of 
the  letter  sent  to  the  Governor  of  each  ^ate 
explaining  the  new  incentive  grant  program 
designed  to  promote  the  passage  of  and 
compliance  with  safety  belt  and  motorcycle 
helmet  use  laws  provfaed  in  Section  1031  of 
the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act  of  1901  (23  ILSX:.  153). 

The  taUe  attached  to  the  letter  shows  the 
amount  each  State  would  receive  if  all  States 
qualify  for  incentives  the  first  year. 
Application  procedures  are  being  developed 
for  use  by  the  Governors'  Representatives. 

R.  Clarke  Bennett  for  Dermis  C.  Judycki. 
Attachment 


January  17, 1992. 

Identical  Letter  to  all  Governors. 

Dean 

The  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration  (NHTSA)  is  pleased  to 
aimounce  the  establishment  of  a  new  Federal 
incentive  grant  program  designed  to  promote 
the  passage  of  and  compliance  with  safety 
belt  and  motorcycle  helmet  use  laws.  This 
three-year  incentive  program  was  created 
through  Section  153  of  the  Intermodal  Surface 
Traosportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991  (the 
Act),  signed  into  law  by  President  Bush  on 
Decem^r  18. 1991. 

We  are  sending  advance  notice  of  the 
availability  of  these  funds  to  provide  you  an 
early  opportunity  to  take  any  actions 
necessary  to  assure  that  your  State  qualifies 
for  this  important  program  as  soon  as 
possible. 

To  quahfy  for  funding  in  the  first  year,  a 
State  must  have  in  effect  both  a  law  requiring 
individuals  on  a  motorcycle  to  wear  hdmets 
and  a  law  requiring  individuals  in  the  front 
seat  of  a  passenger  vehicle  to  wear  safety 
belts  or  be  secured  in  child  passenger  safety 
systems.  In  the  two  subsequent  years,  there 
are  usage  rate  requirements.  After  FY 1994, 
the  Act  provides  penalties  far  each  year  that 
a  State  does  not  have  both  a  safety  belt  and  a 
motorcycle  hehnet  law  in  effect 

As  of  this  date,  we  have  determined  that 
[specific  dollar  amount]  in  incentive  grant 
funds  are  available  for  your  State  in  FY  1992, 
contingent  on  approval  of  an  acceptable 
grant  application  which  specifies  relevant 
State  laws  and  program  plans.  Further,  each 
grant  recipient  may  receive  additional  funds 
at  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  if  undistributed 
grants  funds  are  available.  Application 
procedures  are  now  being  developed  and  will 
be  forwarded  to  your  Midway  Safety 
Representative  upon  completion. 

NHTSA  views  this  incentive  funding  as  a 
means  to  broaden  State  efforts  already 
underway  to  achieve  President  Bush's 
national  goal  of  70  percent  safety  belt  use  by 
the  end  of  1992.  We  are  confident  that  the 
assistance  provided  to  the  States  under  this 
I  incentive  grant  program  can  significantly 


reduce  M^iway  fatettties  and  injuries,  rims, 
greatly  imjproving  safety  on  our  Nation's 
highways. 

Sincerely, 

Jerry  Ralph  Curry. 

FV 1992  Section  1 53  Jncentwe  Grant 
Program 

lAMBteble  Fedmal  teoMt»/u  Grunt  Funds  CorUingent 
on  Approval  o(  State  Applicationl 


State 

ALABAMA  «„■  . . . . 

$314,237 

87,610 

227,135 

21QJ534 

1,460,375 

244.548 

194,009 

87,610 

655,847 

419,759 

ALASKA-.- . . . 

ARIZONA  « . . . - . 

1 

CALIFORNIA  ' . . . . 

COLORADO .  .  —  .. 

CONNFCnCAlT 

DELAWARE . - . 

FI  nniHA « 

r^FDRI^IA  * 

HAWAn 

87,810 

118,164 

781,406 

404,114 

263,741 

275,428 

278,959 

296,841 

67.610 

264.752 

355.201 

IDAHO  . 

n  1  iNni.<% 

mniANA  I 

mwA 

KANSAS .  . . . . . 

KENTUCKY  *  _  _ _ _ 

LOUISIANA  * .  . . . 

NfaUNF  * . 

MARYLAND _ _ - . . . . 

MASSACHUSETTS . . . 

MICHIGAN  ‘ . . 

642.081 

366,869 

218,194 

402,976 

121,167 

167,443 

93.053 

MINNESOTA . . . 

MISSISSIPPI  * . 

MISSOURI  ‘ . 

MONTANA . 

NEBRASKA . . 

♦CVADA—.  _  _ , 

NFW  HAMPfU-IIRF 

67.610 
446,010 
130,849 

1,094.812 

428,290 

129,817 

722.406 

288,767 

247.675 

784,632 

67.610 
24^455 
117,959 
345,586 

1.115,709 

127.671 

87.610 
369,397 
317.846 
145,721 

NEW  JERSEY . . . 

NFW  MEXICO 

NEW  YOf»< . 

NORTH  CAROI JNA  • 

NORTH  DAKOTA . - . 

OHIO  * 

OKI  AHOMA  > 

OREGON  * . 

PENNSYLVANIA . . . 

RMODF  tffl  AND 

SOUTH  CAROLINA . . . . 

.Rm  ITH  DAKOTA 

TFNNFS-SFF  *  . 

TFXAfil . 

UTAH 

\/FRMnNT 

VIRGINIA . . . . . 

WASHINGTON . - . 

WEST  VIRGINIA— . . . 

WISCONSIN  * . 

380,132 

87.610 

87.610 
188,140 

WYOMING . . . 

DIST  OF  COL . . . 

PUERTO  RICO . 

>  MiNmum  allocation  States. 


Date:  January  28. 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HNG-12. 

Subject:  Implementing  Guidance — Project 
Review,  Oversight  and  Administration 
under  the  ISTEA  of  1991. 

From:  Executive  Director. 

To:  Regional  Federal  Highway 
Administrators. 

Under  section  1016,  Program  Efficiencies,  of 
the  firteimodal  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA)  of  1991,  a  State  has 
considerable  flexibility  In  establishing  the 


degree  to  which  the  FHWA  will  be  involved 
in  the  development  of  Federal-aid  highway 
projects. 

The  attached  paper  describes  the  FHWA 
role  In  project  leview,  oversi^t  and 
administration  induding  the  various  options 
available  to  a  State.  The  framework  for 
FHWA's  role  tecogaizes  that  with  an 
expanding  program  and  the  increased 
capabilMesef  the  States,  it  is  time  to  share 
more  of  the  project  review,  oversight  and 
administration  responsfailities  with  the 
States. 

With  this  in  mind,  the  States  should  be 
strongly  encouraged  to  accept  the  maximum 
degree  of  flexibility  available  for  project 
review,  oversight  and  administration 
consistent  with  their  individual  capabilities.  I 
«m  requesting  that  each  Division 
Administrator  meet  with  their  respective 
States  to  discuss  and  encourage  full 
participation  in  the  optitms  available. 

E.  Dean  Carison. 

Attachment 

Project  Review,  Oversight  and 
Administration 

Under  the  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA)  of 
1991  (Section  1016  Program  Efficiencies), 
project  review,  oversight  and  administration 
will  vary  depending  on  whether  a  project  is 
on  or  off  die  National  Highway  System  (NH^ 
and  options  a  State  may  select. 

— ^For  NHS  projects  which  are  exempted 
from  FHWA  review  and  oversight  at  the 
request  of  the  State,  such  exemption  covers 
design  monitoring,  PS&E  approval, 
concurrence  in  award,  and  construction 
monitoring  but  does  not  relieve  a  State  from 
following  FHWA  requirements. 

— For  aon-NHS  projects  a  State  may  follow 
State  law,  regulations,  and  directives  for 
devdophig  and  approving  project  designs, 
overseeing  projects  and  administering 
contraote  just  as  it  would  for  State  funded 
projects  but  does  not  have  to  follow  FHWA 
requirements  that  pertain  to  aocomi^ishing 
these  functions. 

— ^For  both  NHS  and  non-NHS  projects,  a 
State  is  not  exempt  from  FHWA  project 
review  and  oversight  of  any  non-Title  23 
Federal  requirements. 

— In  all  cases,  the  FHWA  reserves  the  right 
to  conduct  process  reviews  as  appropriate. 

1.  Interstate  System  Projects  (funded  with 
interstate  completion  funds) 

•  The  FHWA  will  be  involved  in  PS&E 
approval,  concurrence  in  award  and 
appropriate  construction  monitoring  of  all 
projects  regardless  of  size. 

•  Obligation  of  Funds 

— ^Funds  will  be  obligated  on  a  project-by- 
project  basis. 

2.  Interstate  System  Projects  (any  funding 
source  other  than  Interstate  completion 
funds) 

•  New  Construction  and  Reconstruction 
Projects 

— If  the  project  cost  is  $1  million  or  greater 
the  FHWA  will  be  involved  in  PS&E 
approvaL  coaowrence  fa  award  and 
appropriate  construction  monitoring. 

— If  the  project  cost  is  less  ffian  $1  million: 
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•  The  FHWA  will  be  involved  in  PS&E 
approval  concurrence  in  award  and 
appropriate  construction  monitoring,  or 

•  The  State  may  elect  to  exempt  Itself  from 
FHWA  project  review  and  oversight  Such 
election  must  be  on  an  all  or  nothing  basis 
rather  than  on  a  project-by-project  basis 
(revised  23  U.8.C.  106(bX2).  This  does  not 
preclude  a  State  from  requesting  FHWA 
technical  assistance  on  individual  project 
issues. 

•  3R  Projects 

— ^The  FHWA  will  be  involved  in  PS&E 
approval,  concurrence  in  award  and 
appropriate  construction  monitoring,  or 
— ^The  State  may  elect  to  exempt  itself  fixmi 
FHWA  project  review  and  oversight  on  a 
project-by-project  basis  provided  it  certifies 
that  all  work  will  meet  or  exceed  standards 
approved  by  the  Secretary  (revised  23  U.S.C 
106(b)(1)),  or 

-Uf  the  project  cost  is  less  than  $1  million, 
the  State  may  elect  to  exempt  itself  frtun 
FHWA  project  review  and  oversight  under 
revised  23  U.S.C.  106(b)(2).  Such  election 
must  be  on  an  all  or  nothing  basis  rather  than 
on  a  project-by-project  basis.  This  does  not 
preclude  a  State  from  requesting  FHWA 
technical  assistance  on  individual  project 
issues. 

•  Obligation  of  Funds 

— AD  sources  of  funds  will  be  obligated  on 
a  project-by-project  basis  for  all  types  and 
sizes  of  projects. 

3.  Non-Interstate  National  Highway  System 
(NHS)  Projects  (any  funding  source) 

•  New  Construction  and  Reconstruction 
Projects 

— If  the  project  cost  is  $1  million  or  greater 
the  FHWA  will  be  involved  in  PS&E 
approval  concurrence  in  award  and 
appropriate  construction  monitoring. 

If  the  project  cost  is  less  than  $1  million: 

•  The  FHWA  will  be  involved  in  PS&E 
approval  concurrence  in  award  and 
appropriate  construction  monitoring,  or 

•  The  State  may  elect  to  exempt  itself  from 
FHWA  project  review  and  oversight.  Such 
election  must  be  on  an  all  or  nothing  basis 
rather  than  on  a  project-by-project  basis 
(revised  23  U3.C.  l(^b)(2)).  This  does  not 
preclude  a  State  from  requesting  FHWA 
technical  assistance  on  individual  project 
issues. 

•  3R  Projects 

— ^The  FHWA  will  be  Involved  in  PS&E 
approval  concurrence  in  award  and 
appropriate  construction  monitoring,  or 
— ^The  State  may  elect  to  exempt  itself  from 
FHWA  project  review  and  oversight  on  a 
project-by-project  basis  provided  it  certifies 
that  all  work  meet  or  exceed  standards 
approved  by  the  Secretary  (revised  23  U.S.C 
106(b)(1)),  or 

— If  the  project  cost  is  less  than  $1  million, 
the  State  may  elect  to  exempt  itself  from 
FHWA  project  review  and  oversight  under 
revised  23  US.C.  106(b)(2).  Such  election 
must  be  on  an  all  or  nothing  basis  rather  than 
on  a  project-by-project  basis.  This  does  not 
preclude  a  State  frrom  requesting  FHWA 
technical  assistance  on  individual  project 
issues. 


•  Notwithstanding  any  of  the  above,  the 
State  may  elect  to  administer  all  non- 
Interstate  NHS  projects  under  the 
Certification  Ai^ptance  (CA)  procedures  of 
23  U,8Xl  117. 

•  Obligation  of  Funds 

All  sources  of  funds  will  be  obligated  on  a 
project-by-project  basis  for  all  types  and 
sizes  of  project 

4.  Non-NHS  Projects  (regardless  of  funding 
source) 

•  All  types  and  sizes  of  projects 

— ^The  FHWA  will  be  involved  in  PS&E 
approval  concurrence  in  award  and 
appropriate  construction  monitoring,  or 

— ^liie  State  may  elect  to  exempt  itself  from 
FHWA  project  review  and  oversi^L  Such 
election  must  be  on  an  all  or  notl]^ig  basis 
rather  than  on  a  project-by-projcct  basis 
(revised  23  U.S.(1 106(b)(2)).  Tliis  does  not 
preclude  a  State  from  requesting  FHWA 
technical  assistance  on  individual  project 
issues,  or 

— ^The  State  may  elect  to  administer  non- 
NHS  system  projects  under  the  CA 
procedures  of  23  U.S.C  117. 

•  Obligation  of  Funds 

— Surface  Transportation  Program  (STP) 
funds  will  be  obligated  on  a  project-by- 
project  basis  for  projects  subject  to  FHWA 
review  and  oversight 

— STP  funds  shall  be  obligated  on  a 
quarterly  basis  for  those  projects  exempt 
from  FHWA  review  and  oversight  under 
revised  23  U.S.C  106(b)(2). 

— STP  fund  shall  be  obligated  on  a 
quarterly  basis  for  those  projects 
administered  under  CA.  _ 

— Projects  funded  with  non-STP  funds  will 
be  obligated  on  a  project-by-project  basis 
even  if  exempted  from  FHWA  review  and 
oversight 

— Detailed  project  data  will  be  requested 
as  necessary  for  work  not  obligated  on  a 
project  by  project  basis. 

6.  General 

•  FHWA  Final  Inspection/Final  Acceptance 

— For  projects  subject  to  FHWA  review 

and  oversight,  FHWA  final  inspections/final 
acceptance  will  continue  to  follow  existing 
Title  23  requirements. 

— Fot  projects  exempt  from  FHWA  review 
and  oversi^t  under  revised  23  U.S.C.  106(b), 
FHWA  final  inspections/final  acceptance  not 
required. 

— For  projects  administered  under  CA. 
FHWA  final  inspections/final  acceptance 
based  on  requirements  in  revised  23  U.S.C 
117(b), 

•  Standards 

— ^All  NHS  projects  follow  FHWA 
approved  AASHTO  design  and  construction 
standards  except  for  NHS  non-freeway  3R 
projects  where  individual  State  developed 
standards  approved  by  FHWA  field  offices 
may  be  used. 

— All  non-NHS  projects  follow  individual 
State  approved  standards. 


Date:  January  28, 1092. 

Reply  to  Attn,  ot  HEP-12. 

Subject:  INFORMATION:  National 

Recreational  Trails  Funding  Program. 


Ifrom:  Assodala  Administrator  for  Program 
Development 

To:  Regkmal  Federal  Highway 

Administrators.  Federal  Lands  Highway 
Program  Administrator. 

Section  1302  of  the  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991 
establishes  the  National  Recreational  Trails 
Funding  Program.  The  legislation  authorizes 
$30  million  per  year  for  die  program  through 
FY 1997;  however,  funds  were  not 
appropriated  for  FY  1992.  We  understand  that 
Senator  Symms,  the  principal  sponsor  of  the 
National  Recreational  Trails  Fund  Act, 
intends  to  sponsor  a  technical  amendment  to 
place  the  program  under  contract  authority. 
We  will  keep  you  advised  on  the  status  of 
funding  for  this  program. 

Responsibility  for  the  National 
Recreational  Trails  Funding  Program  has 
been  assigned  to  the  Planning  and 
Programming  Branch  (HB^12).  Althou^ 
funding  may  not  be  available  this  year, 
efforts  are  underway  to  develop  procedures 
for  implementing  the  program,  induding 
establishing  a  National  Recreational  Trails 
Advisory  Committee,  also  required  by  the 
legislation.  We  will  let  you  know  more  about 
procedures  for  administering  *his  program  as 
soon  as  we  can.  In  die  interim,  questions 
regarding  the  program  should  be  directed  to 
either  Mr.  Tom  Weeks,  Chief,  Planning  and 
Programming  Brandi,  (FTS)  366-5002  or  Mr. 
John  Fegan,  FWHA  Bicycle  Manager,  (FTS) 
366-6007. 

Thomas  O.  Willett  for  Anthony  R.  Kane. 


Date:  January  26, 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HEP-12. 

Subject  ACTION:  Description  of  Bicyde  and 
Pedestrian  Coordinators  within  State 
Departments  of  Transportadon. 

From:  Assodate  Administrator  for  Program 
Development 

To:  Regional  Federal  Highway 

Administrators  FedCTal  Lands  Highuvay 
Program  Admnistrator. 

Over  the  last  year  and  a  half.  FHWA  has 
taken  a  leadership  role  in  encouraging 
consideration  of  the  needs  of  bicydists  and 
pedestrians  by  States  and  localities  in 
highway  projects.  The  new  Intermodal 
Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act 
(ISTEA)  offers  increased  opportunities  for 
accommodating  bicydists  and  pedestrians  as 
legitimate  users  of  die  transportation  system. 

Section  1033  of  the  new  legislation  requires 
the  creation  of  a  bicyde  and  pedestrian 
coordinator  position  within  each  State 
Department  of  Transportation.  Federal 
funding  for  this  position  may  be  derived  from 
funds  available  from  apportionments  made 
under  sections  104(b)(2).  Surface 
Transportation  Program,  or  104(bH3). 
Congestion  Mitigation  and  Air  Quality 
Improvement  Program. 

^ch  State,  in  consultation  with  the 
division  offices,  should  initiate  recruitment 
actions  to  fill  this  position.  Where  States 
;  already  have  bicyde/ pedestrian  coordinators 
place,  no  frirthw  action  is  required  to  fill 
the  bicyde/pedestrian  coordinator  position. 
In  these  cases,  funds  authorized  by  23  U.S.C. 
104(bX2)  or  104(bK3)  may  be  used  for  the 
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position.  In  the  remaining  States,  the  bicycle/ 
pedestrian  coordinator  position  should  Iw 
established  and  blled  as  soon  as  possible. 

We  strongly  encourage  States  to  consider 
establishing  a  full-time  bicycle  and 
pedestrian  coordinator  position;  however,  we 
recognize  that  a  full-time  position  may  not  be 
necessary  in  some  States. 

The  Federal  share  for  funding  the  bicycle/ 
pedestrian  coordinator  positions  shall  80 
percent  with  a  20  percent  State  matching 
funds  requirement.  For  less  than  a  full-time 
position,  Federal  funds  would  be  available 
for  80  percent  of  the  percentage  of  the 
position  actually  spent  on  bicycle  and 
pedestrian  responsibilities. 

The  ISTEA  states  that  the  responsibilities 
of  the  position  include: 

“promoting  and  facilitating  the  increased  use 
of  nonmotorized  modes  of  transportation, 
including  developing  facilities  for  the  use  of 
pedestrians  and  bicyclists  and  public 
education,  promotional,  and  safety  programs 
for  using  such  facilities. 

We  have  attached  copies  of  a  document 
prepared  by  the  Bicycle  Federation  of 
America  entitled  “Bicycle  Coordinators  and 
Programs  Why,  How,  What  and  Who."  We 
would  particularly  direct  your  attention  to  the 
chapters  “What  does  a  bicycle  coordinator 
do?",  and  “Who  would  make  a  good  bicycle 
coordinator?”  We  have  also  attached  a  listing 
of  the  qualities  useful  for  the  coordinator  and 
a  listing  of  typical  duties.  These  documents 
should  be  passed  along  to  the  States  for  their 
information. 

In  addition  to  the  qualiBcations  listed  in 
this  publication,  an  interest  in  and  a 
commitment  to  the  use  of  nonmotorized 
transportation  modes  is  an  important 
qualification  for  the  coordinator  position.  The 
coordinator  should  be  a  program  manager 
with  specific  responsibility  for  bicycle  and 
pedestrian  programs  and  activities,  and  have 
sufficient  authority  to  work  eBectively  with 
other  elements  within  the  State. 

We  would  ask  that  each  FHWA  division 
office  inform  us  of  the  name  of  the  present 
bicycle  and  pedestrian  coordinator  for  each 
State  or  the  new  individual  as  soon  as  these 
positions  are  Blled.  Please  forward  this 
information  to  Mr.  Tom  Weeks,  Chief, 
Planning  and  Programming  Branch,  (HEP-12). 
Anthony  R.  Kane. 

Attachments 

Typical  Duties  of  State  Pedestrian  &  Bicycle 
Coordinator 

A.  Plan  and  manage  new  programs  in  the 
areas  of  non-motorized  accommodations, 
safety,  educational  materials,  enforcement 
materials,  courses,  and  recreation. 

B.  Assist  in  development  of  State  and  MPO 
level  bicycle  and  pedestrian  facility  plans. 

C.  Develop  safety  and  promotional 
information  through  printed  materials, 
videos,  TV  spots,  press  releases,  interviews, 
and  promotional  activities. 

D.  Develop  guidelines  to  assist  all 
metropolitan  areas  in  developing  a 
comprehensive  pedestrian/bicycle  plan  and 
provide  assistance  to  local  jurisdictions  in  the 
development  of  plans  and  progranu. 

E.  Develop  (or  prepare)  printed  materials 
such  as  quarterly  newsletters,  maps  showing 


bicycle  and  pedestrian  routes,  safety 
information,  and  answer  inquiries  from 
citizens. 

F.  Arrange  for  special  displays  and  events, 
including  conferences,  woiiuhops,  and  other 
public  and  technical  information 
presentations. 

G.  Develop  (if  necessary),  review,  and 
update  State’s  Comprehensive  Bicycle  and 
Pedestrian  Transportation  Plan. 

H.  Serve  as  principal  contact  with  Federal, 
state  and  local  agencies,  the  press,  citizen 
organizations,  and  individuals  on  matters 
relating  to  bicycles  and  pedestrians. 

I.  Coordinate  and  maintain  budget  and 
forecast  budgetary  needs. 

).  Review  projects  for  conformity  with 
design  standards  and  the  state's 
comprehensive  plan  as  it  relates  to  bicycle 
and  pedestrian  facilities. 

K.  Identify  legislative  requirements  and 
recommend  appropriate  changes  in  state  law 
to  facilitate  maximum  utilization  of  the 
bicycle  and  pedestrian  modes  for 
transportation  purposes. 

L  Maintain  current  knowledge  of  sources 
of  funding  for  program  Work  with 
appropriate  offices  to  fully  integrate  bicycle 
and  pedestrian  projects  in  programming 
decisions. 

M.  Serve  as  bicycle  and  pedestrian 
advisory  committee  member  (if  applicable). 

N.  Develop  priorities  for  special  studies  in 
areas  such  as: 

1.  cause  of  accidents 

2.  locations  of  accidents 

3.  effectiveness  of  new  facility  designs 

4.  needs  analysis 

5.  barrier  removal  analysis 

6.  original  and  destination  surveys 

O.  Monitor  pedestrian  and  bicycle  use, 
provide  recommendations  for  system 
improvement  and  develop  usage  data. 

Typical  Qualities  of  a  Successful  State 
Bicycle/Pedestrian  Coordinator 

1.  Commitment  to  non-motorized  means  of 
transportation — interested  in  the  fields  of 
bicycling  and  walking,  and  personally 
supportive  of  these  modes. 

2.  Technical  experience— engineering  and/ 
or  planning  expertise  relating  to  non¬ 
motorized  travel  useful,  ability  to  assimilate 
technical  information  readily,  problem  solver 
and  able  to  work  through  administrative  as 
well  as  the  inter-agency  political  process. 

3.  Manager — Ability  to  coordinate 
contractual  agreements;  work  within  a 
budget;  participate  in  developing  training 
courses,  and  disseminating  i^ormation  to  the 
general  public  and  other  government  officials. 

4.  Good  Interpersonal  ^ills — Effective 
public  speaker,  with  ability  to  chair  meetings, 
coordinate  contracts  with  the  press  and 
coordinate  within  various  groups  and 
organizations — both  inside  and  outside  the 
State  government. 

5.  Writing  skills — Ability  to  organize 
thoughts  clearly  and  concisely;  understanding 
of  the  electronic  and  print  media. 

6.  People-oriented---Outgoing,  a  good 
listener,  enjoys  mixing  wiffi  a  variety  of 
people  and  sharing  ideas  and  information. 

7.  Creativity — Imaginative  and  possesses 
initiative  to  make  new  program  a  success. 


8.  Assertive — Self-conffdent,  enthusiastic 
person  who  will  build  on  team  developed 
projects. 

Date:  January  30, 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HNG-12. 

Subject:  ACTION:  Request  for  Projects  for  FY 
1992  Funding  for  Ferry  Boats  and  Ferry 
Terminal  Facilities  (Reply  Due:  April  30, 
1992). 

From:  Associate  Administrator  for  Program 
Development 

To:  Region^  Federal  Highway 
Administrators. 

Section  1064  of  the  1991  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA) 
creat^  a  new  discretionary  funding  category 
for  the  construction  of  ferry  boats  and  ferry 
terminal  facilities.  For  FY  1992,  $14  million  is 
available  from  the  Highway  Trust  Fund  for 
this  program.  Subsequent  fading  of  $17 
million  for  each  of  frscal  years  1993, 1994, 

1995  and  1996  and  $18  million  for  FY  1997  is 
also  authorized.  These  funds  are  not  subject 
to  lapse;  however,  they  are  subject  to 
obligation  limitation.  A  proportional  share  of 
obligation  authority  will  accompany 
allocated  funds.  The  Federal  share  is  80 
percent 

We  are  requesting  the  States  to  submit 
candidate  projects  for  our  consideration  for 
funding  in  FY  1992.  As  specified  in  section 
1064(d),  this  program  is  being  administered 
following  the  provisions  in  title  23,  U.S.C., 
that  apply  to  ffie  National  Highway  System. 
Accordii^y,  candidate  projects  must  be  for 
construction  of  ferry  boats  and/or  ferry 
terminal  facilities  on  routes  that  are  part  of 
the  National  Highway  System.  On  an  interim 
basis,  this  means  the  routes  must  be 
functionally  classified  as  a  principal  arterial. 
As  provided  for  in  section  1064(e),  certain 
designated  routes  in  North  Carolina  will  be 
treated  as  principal  arterials  for  the  purposes 
of  this  program.  Additionally,  proposed 
projects  should  meet  general  eligibility 
criteria  found  in  23  U.S.C  129(c)  (as 
redesignated  by  the  1991 IST^). 

There  is  no  prescribed  format  for  the 
States’  submissions.  There  should  be 
adequate  information  to  show  the  scope  and 
nature  of  the  proposed  project;  a  statement 
that  the  project  is  on  a  route  functionally 
classified  as  a  principal  arterial  along  with  a 
general  description  of  the  type  and  nature  of 
traffic,  both  present  and  future,  on  the  route; 
the  project’s  overall  costs  and  benefrts;  the 
amount  of  discretionary  funds  being 
requested;  other  funding  sources,  both 
Federal  and  non-Federak  being  committed  to 
the  project;  estimated  project  time  schedules; 
and  any  other  information  that  could  prove 
useful  in  making  judgements  on  the  project. 
We  are  requesting  a  single  page  summary  of 
facts  (sample  outline  attached)  be  included 
for  each  candidate  project. 

Considering  the  relatively  small  sum  of 
funds  available,  it  is  suggested  a  limited 
number  of  candidates  be  submitted  by  the 
States.  We  request  that  each  region  rank  in 
priority  order  the  candidate  projects 
submitted  by  the  States.  Regional  ranking 
should  consider  your  knowledge  of  the 
transportation  needs  and  other  relevant 
factors  in  the  States  submitting  the  projects. 
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Selection  will  be  based  to  a  large  extent  on 
the  data  contained  in  the  State's  submission, 
regional  ranking  and  supporting  information, 
and  a  project's  ability  to  expeditiously 
complete  usable  facilities  within  the  limited 
funding  amounts  available. 

Questions  should  be  directed  to  Mr.  Jerry 
Poston,  Chief.  Federal-Aid  Program  Branch 
(FTS:  366-46S2).  or  Mr.  Jack  Wasley  (FTS: 
366-4658)  of  his  staff. 

Anthony  R.  Kane. 

Attachment 
Summary  Sheet 

Ferry  Boats  and  Ferry  Terminal  Facilities 
Candidate  Project — FY  1992 
State: 

Location: 

Current  and  Future  (year)  Tragic: 

Nature  of  Proposed  Work: 

Purpose  (Benefits)  of  Project: 

Amount  Requested  for  FY  1992  and  Scope 
of  Work: 

Other  Funding  Sources  (Federal/non- 
Federal)  Committed  to  Project: 


Date:  January  31, 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn,  oh  HNG-12. 

Subject  Division  of  Funds  for  Multi-State 
High  Priority  NHS  Segments  and 
Demonstration  Projects  in  the  1991 
Intermodal  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA)  (Reply  Due: 

March  2, 1992). 

From:  Associate  Administrator  for  Program 
Development 

To:  Regional  Federal  Highway 
Administrators,  Regions  1-0. 

In  the  1991  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficieny  Act  Public  Law  102- 
240,  Congress  authorized  special  funding  for 
539  highway  demonstration  projects.  Fiscal 
year  (FY)  1992  allocations  for  16  of  these 
projects  were  not  made  because  they  involve 
two  or  more  States.  No  instructions  on  the 
distribution  of  these  funds  between  the  States 
was  provided  in  the  conference  report  for  the 
1991  ISTEA. 

Attached  is  a  table  that  contains  the 
project  descriptions,  participating  States, 
total  6-year  funding,  and  the  amounts 


available  for  allocations  in  FY  1992  for  the  16 
projects.  Five  of  the  projects  involve 
feasibility  studies.  We  are  deferring 
implementation  of  those  projects  until  some 
related  issues  are  resolved.  However,  for  the 
11  construction  type  projects,  we  have 
decided  to  give  the  participating  States  an 
opportunity  to  reach  agreement  on  how  the 
FY  1992  funds  will  be  split  between  the 
States.  Please  advise  the  States  of  this 
process  and  arrange  a  meeting  between  the 
States  if  necessary. 

Please  advise  us  by  March  2. 1992,  how  the 
funds  are  to  be  spMt  between  the  States  for 
the  construction  type  projects.  If  no 
agreement  is  reached  by  the  participating 
States,  we  will  split  the  fund& 

You  may  call  Mr.  Jerry  Poston  at  FTS:  366- 
4652  or  Mr.  Paul  Los  at  FTS:  386-4654  if  you 
have  questions. 

Anthony  R.  Kane. 

Attachment 
WLUNO  CODE  4tt0-22-ll 
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MULTI-STATE  HIGHUAY  DEMONSTRATION  AND  HIGH  PRIORITY  NHS  CORRIDOR  PROJECTS  FUNDING 
IN  SECTIONS  1004(b).  110S(f).  1106(a).  1106(b).  1107(b)  IN  THE  1991  ISTEA 


s 

t 

Project  Location 

6-year 

Federal 

Funding 

from 

HTF 

in 

millions 

Available 

for 

Allocation 

in 

FY  1992 

Type  of  Project 
Authorized 

ISTEA 

Sectioii 

Reference 

Number 

H 

or 

Descriptfon 

Feasibility 

Study 

Construction 

AL/GA/MS/TN 

Upgradlne  of  the  Eaat-Uest  Corridor  along 
Route  72 

25.40 

1,969,305 

XXX 

1105(f)  2 

AR/TX 

Conetruction  of  US-71  frcn  Alaa.  Arkansas  to 
Louisiana  State  Line 

70.00 

5,427,218 

XXX 

1105(f)  15 

AZ/CA/NV 

For  ieprovenenta  on  Interstates  IS  and  40  in 
California.  Nevada,  and  Arizona  with 

S10.5  Million  set-aside  for  Nevada 

59.20 

4,589,875 

■I 

nnniiiiii 

1105(f)  20 

lA/MN/MO 

For  ieproveaients  for  Avenue  of  the  Saints 
froM  St.  Paul.  MN  to  St.  Louis.  Missouri 

118.00 

9,148,737 

XXX 

1105(f)  22 

IL/IN 

Lake  Porter  t  LaPort  Cos.:  Study  linkage 
roads  to  connect  Lake  Shore  Drive  t 
surrounding  facilities 

1.00 

77,532 

XXX 

1106(b)  21 

IL/MO 

East  St.  Louis:  To  conduct  a  study  to 
detenaine  the  feasibility  of  a  bridge 
between  East  St.  Louis. IL.  and  St.  Louis.  MO 

1.40 

108,544 

XXX 

1104(b)  4 

IL/MO 

Metro  East/St.  Louis.  Missouri  Bridge 
Feasibility  Study 

1.00 

77,532 

XXX 

1106(b)  2 

IN/OH 

Conduct  feasibility  and  econonic  study  to 
widen  US-24  from  Ft.  Wayne.  IN  to  Toledo.  OH 

0.32 

24,810 

XXX 

1105(f)  19 

MO/PA 

Relocate  railroad  between  Hagerstown,  MO  and 
Schippensburg,  PA  to  eliMinate  23  RR  X-ings 

14.40 

1,116,456 

XXX 

1107(b)  24 

NE/SO 

Conduct  a  feasibility  study  of  an  expressway 
fron  Rapid  City  to  Scotts  Bluff,  Nebraska 

0.64 

49,620 

XXX 

1105(f)  7 

NE/SO 

To  inprove  the  Heartland  Expressway  from 

Rapid  City  to  Scotts  Bluff,  Nebraska 

29.60 

2,294,938 

XXX 

1105(f)  17 

NE/SO 

Springfield:  Contruct  bridge  across  Missouri 
River  connecting  SO  Rt.  37  to  NE  Hwy.  12 

4.70 

364,399 

XXX 

1107(b)  50 

NE/SO 

Vermillion:  Contruct  bridge  across  Missouri 
River 

3.60 

279,114 

XXX 

1107(b)  51 

NY/VT 

Contruction  of  a  highway  from  US-7  North  of 
Bennington  southwest  to  NY-7  in  Hoosick,  NY 

20.00 

1,550,634 

XXX 

1107(b)146 

NC/VA 

For  Upgrading  1-64  t  Route  17  t  constructing 
new  highway  from  Rocky  Mount  to  Elizabeth 

17.80 

1,380,064 

XXX 

1105(f)  13 

NC/VA 

Construction  of  freeway  from  Rocky  Mount  to 
Elizabeth  City,  upgrade  1-64  from  Raleigh  to 
Rocky  Mount  7  Route  17  from  Elizabeth  City 

30.00 

2,325,950 

XXX 

1107(b)199 

to  Norfolk 

■ 

Totals: 

397.06 

30,784,728 

5 

11 

■ 
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Date:  February  3, 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HFL-10. 

Subject:  Information  on  Allocation  of  Indian 
Reservation  Roads  (IRR)  Funds  for 
Construction. 

From:  Federal  Lands  Highway  Program 
Administrator,  Federal  Lands  Highway 
Office,  Washington,  DC  20590. 

To;  Federal  Lands  Highway  Division 

Engineers,  Regional  Federal  Highway 
Administrators. 

The  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act  of  1991  authorized  $159  million 
for  IRR  for  FY  92.  Funds  are  allocated,  based 
on  an  administratively  determined  formula, 
to  the  twelve  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (BIA) 
area  oHices.  Using  their  transportation  plans, 
the  tribal  governments,  in  cooperation  with 
the  BA  area  offices,  develop  a  program  pf 
projects  within  available  funds. 

Several  States  and  FHWA  Held  offices 
have  requested  information  on  the  IRR 
program.  Attached  for  your  information  and 
use  is  a  list  showing  the  distribution  of  FY  92 
IRR  construction  funds  by  State  area.  This  is 
based  upon  the  program  of  projects 
developed  by  tribal  governments  and  the 
BIA,  and  approved  by  the  Federal  Lands 
Highway  Office. 

Funds  for  FHWA  and  BIA  administration, 
planning,  research,  and  special  studies  are 
not  included  in  the  listed  allocations. 

Thomas  O.  Edick. 

Attachment 


FY  1992— OlSTRiBUTION  OF  IRR 
Construction  Funds  by  State 


State 

Funds  (XI 000) 

$9,106 

39,815 

2,584 

1,602 

998 

2,249 

106 

1,409 

205 

335 

837 

2.822 

596 

Montana . 

11.304 

Nebraska . 

216 

5,042 

21,994 

138 

681 

2,038 

11,527 

3,224 

75 

11,079 

1 

1  lt(ih  . 

3,281 

5,041 

1,864 

953 

$141,122 

Date:  February  6. 1992. 
Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HNG-12. 


Subject:  Information:  Emergency  Relief  (ER) ' 
Program —  Implementation  of  Intermodal 
Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act 
(ISTEA)ofl991. 

From:  Associate  Administrator  for  Program 
Development. 

To:  Regional  Federal  Highway 

Administrators,  Federal  Lands  Highways 
Program  Administrator. 

The  ISTEA  of  1991  made  several  changes 
to  the  provisions  which  are  applicable  to  the 
ER  program  in  Title  23,  U.S.C.  These  changes 
became  effective  on  December  18  when  the 
President  signed  the  ISTEA  of  1991  into  law. 
These  changes  will  be  incorporated  in  the  ER 
regulation,  23  CFR  part  668A,  which  will  be 
amended  in  the  near  future. 

This  memorandum  is  intended  to  provide 
interim  guidance  for  the  continued 
implementation  of  the  ER  program  as 
amended  by  the  ISTEA  of  1991.  The  major 
changes  are  given  below. 

Eligibility 

Section  1006  of  ISTEA  redefined  the 
Federal-aid  systems  as  the  Interstate  System 
and  National  Highway  System  (NHS).  lliis 
redefinition  inadvertently  made  projects  on 
other  Federal-aid  highways  not  eligible  for 
the  use  of  ER  funds  because  23  U.S.C.  125(B) 
was  not  conformed  to  the  changes  made  in 
the  ISTEA  of  1991.  A  technical  amendment 
has  been  proposed  to  conform  23  U.S.C. 
125(b).  In  the  meantime,  for  disasters  or 
catastrophic  failures  which  have  occurred 
after  the  passage  of  the  ISTEA  of  1991,  it  is 
recommended  that  damage  assessments  and 
filed  reports  be  prepared  as  if  all  Federal-aid 
highways  (this  means  highways  other  than 
those  functionally  classified  as  local  or  rual 
minor  collectors)  are  eligible  for  ER 
assistance. 

Federal  share 

The  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of 
any  ER  project  shall  not  exceed  the  Federal 
share  payable  on  a  project  as  provided  in  23 
U.S.C.  120(e)  as  amended  by  section 
1021(b)(3)  of  the  ISTEA.  Generally,  this 
means  that  the  Federal  share  is  90  percent  on 
the  Interstate  System  and  80  percent  on  other 
Federal-aid  highways,  adjusted  for 
appropriate  sliding  scale.  The  Federal  share 
for  the  territories  and  federally  owned  roads 
continues  to  be  100  percent. 

Extension  of  Hme  Period  for  Emergency 
Repairs 

The  time  period  for  100  percent  Federal 
share  for  eligible  emergency  repairs  to 
minimize  damage,  protect  facilities,  or  restore 
essential  traffic  accomplished  after  the  actual 
occurrence  of  the  natural  disaster  or 
catastrophic  failure  is  extended  from  90  days 
to  180  days. 

Applicability 

The  changes  described  above  shall  only 
apply  to  natural  disasters  and  catastrophic 
failures  occurring  after  the  date  of  enactment 
of  the  ISTEA  of  1991,  which  was  on 
December  18, 1991.  The  eligibility  of  ER 
funding  for  disasters  or  catastrophic  failures 
which  occurred  prior  to  the  passage  of  the 
ISTEA  of  1991  will  continue  to  be  governed 
by  the  law  and  implementing  regulations  in 
effect  prior  to  December  18. 


Dollar  Limitation  for  Territories 

The  limit  of  total  obligations  for  ER 
projects  in  any  fiscal  year  in  the  Virgin 
Islands,  Guam.  American  Samoa,  and  the 
Commonwealth  of  Northern  Mariana  Islands 
is  increased  from  $5  million  to  $20  million. 
This  change  is  applicable  beginning  with 
fiscal  year  1992. 

Questions  concerning  this  memorandum 
should  be  directed  to  Mr.  Jerrry  Poston,  Chief, 
Federal-Aid  Program  Branch  at  FTS  366-4652, 
or  Mr.  Mohan  Pillay  at  FTS  366-4655,  of  his 
staffi 

Anthony  R.  Kane. 


Date:  February  6, 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn  of:  HNG-33. 

Subject:  ACTION:  Highway  Timber  Bridge 
Research  and  Demonstration  Program. 
From:  Associate  Administrator  for  Program 
Development. 

To:  Regional  Federal  Highway 
Administrators. 

Section  1039  of  the  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA)  of 
1991  provides  a  program  for  research, 
technology  transfer  and  construction  grants 
for  timber  ridges.  This  memorandum  issues 
interim  guidelines  only  for  the  construction 
grant  provisions. 

Applications  for  the  bridge  construction 
grants  are  to  be  submitted  to  the  FHWA  by 
the  States,  and  are  to  meet  the  replacement 
eligibility  criteria  of  the  Bridge  Program,  23 
U.S.C.  144.  Replacement  bridges  must  be  of 
structural  tim^r  regardless  of  the  type  of 
bridge  being  replaced.  The  bridges  are  to  be 
located  on  rural  Federal-aid  highways 
(Coding  Guide  Item  26  coded  as  01, 02. 06, 07). 

The  applicant  bridges  will  be  assessed 
using  the  following  criteria: 

(A)  Bridge  designs  which  have  both  initial 
and  long-term  structural  and  environmental 
integrity. 

(B)  Bridge  designs  which  utilize  timber 
species  native  to  the  State  or  region. 

(C)  Innovative  bridge  designs  which  have 
the  possibility  of  increasing  knowledge,  cost 
effectiveness,  and  future  use  of  such  designs. 

(D)  Environmental  practices  for  ' 
preservative  treated  timber,  and  construction 
techniques  which  comply  with  all 
environmental  regulations,  will  be  utilized. 

Project  cost  and  an  obligation  schedule,  by 
fiscal  year  quarter,  are  also  requested.  The 
timber  designs  for  bridge  projects  on  the 
National  Highway  System  (IWS)  are  to  meet 
applicable  AASHTO  Standard  Specifications 
for  Highway  Bridges.  Non-NHS  timber 
bridges  may  be  designed  in  accordance  with 
individual  State  approved  standards. 

Eligible  costs  are  construction  costs 
(including  construction  engineering)  but 
preliminary  engineering  and  right-of-way 
costs  are  to  be  excluded.  Costs  for  approach 
roadways  (sufficient  to  render  the  bridge 
serviceable)  and  incidental  non-bridge  items 
may  be  included  but  these  should  be  limited 
to  no  more  than  10  percent  of  the  total  project 
cost.  Because  of  the  limited  funding  for  this 
program,  cost  overruns  and  claim  settlements 
will  be  funded  from  other  sources,  and  grant 
funds  are  not  to  be  held  for  these  purposes. 
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The  allocations  will  be  made  to  the  States 
as  a  one-time  allocation  at  a  Federal  share  of 
80  percent  and  assurance  will  be  needed  that 
the  funds  will  be  obligated  within  the  fiscal 
year.  Every  effort  will  be  made  to  administer 
the  program  from  a  balanced  national 
perspective. 

Please  request  States  in  your  region  to 
make  application  following  these  interim 
guidelines.  Combined  researdi  and 
construction  grant  applications  will  not  be 
accepted.  The  States  should  use  the  attached 
form,  and  submit  a  current  Structural 
Inventory  and  Appraisal  (SI&A)  sheet  for  the 
bridge  supplemented  with  other  information 
as  they  may  choose.  Your  office  and  the 
divisions  are  requested  to  concur  in  the 
applicant  projects  and  obligation  schedules, 
and  to  reject  those  applications  not  meeting 
the  guidelines.  You  are  also  requested  to  rank 
the  applications  on  how  well  the  bridge 
projects  meet  the  above  noted  criteria.  A 
bridge  meeting  all  four  criteria  would  be 
ranked  higher  than  one  meeting  a  lesser 
number.  Please  transmit  the  ranked  imjects 
to  the  Bridge  Management  Branch  {HNG-33) 
prior  to  April  15, 1992.  That  branch  may  be 
contacted  at  (202)  368-4617  if  additional 
information  is  ne^ed. 

Anthony  R.  Kane. 

Attachment 

Highway  Timber  Bridge  Research  and 

Demonstratkm  Program 

Application  fw  Timber  Bridge  Construction 

Grant 

1.  Location  of  time  bridge  project: 

State  — — — — — — 

County  - 

City /Town  (If  applicable)  ■ 

2.  Brief  description  of  the  scope  of  the 
project  including  a  description  of  the  timber 
bri^e  type. 

3.  Project  Construction  costs: 

Bridge - 

Approach  roadway - 

Incidental  non-bridge - 

Total  Timber  Bridge  Constr.  Cost  - 

Federal  Construcnon  grant  requested  (Not  to 

exceed  80%  of  total  cost)  - 

Obligation  Schedule  (FY  quarter)  - 

4.  Describe  how  the  bridge  satisfies  each  of 
the  following  criteria: 

(A)  Bridge  designs  which  have  both  initial 
and  long-term  structural  and  environmental 
integrity. 

(B)  Bridge  designs  which  utilize  timber 
species  native  to  the  State  or  region. 

(C)  Innovative  bridge  designs  which  have 
the  possibility  of  increasing  knowledge,  cost 
effectiveness,  and  future  use  of  such  designs. 

(D)  Environmental  practices  for 
preservative  treated  timber,  and  construction 
techniques  which  comply  with  all 
environmental  regulations,  will  be  utilized. 

6.  Signatures: 

For  State:  '  ■  '  ' 

Date _ 

For  Division: - 

Date _ 

For  Region:  - 

Unto 


Date:  February  6, 1992. 
Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HHS-20. 


Subject*  Summary  of  Safety  Provisions  of  the 
Intermodal  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act  of  1992. 

From:  Associate  Administratw  for  Safety  and 
System  Applications,  Washington,  DC 
20590. 

To:  Regional  Federal  Highway 
Administrators. 

Attached  is  a  summary  of  the  safety 
related  features  of  the  new  bill.  It  is  intended 
to  be  a  general  summary  and  does  not 
include  implementing  instructions  or 
guidance.  Generally,  the  new  legislation 
continues  the  concepts  of  the  State  and 
community  safety  program  and  funding  for 
safety  construction  as  well  as  establishing  a 
safety  management  requirement.  The  bill  also 
contains  a  number  of  unique  provisions 
related  to  safety  that  will  impact  FHWA’s 
responsibilities  that  we  would  like  to  bring  to 
your  attention.  Examples  include: 

•  Section  2005  requirement  for  an  annual 
safety  report  to  the  Secretary. 

•  Section  1077  mandated  revisions  to  the 
MUTCD  related  to  STOP  and  YIELD  signs  at 
railroad  grade  crossings. 

•  Section  1010  establishes  a  new  high 
speed  rail  corridor  program. 

•  Section  1035  extends  the  exemption  of 
certain  safety  reports  to  the  Discovery 
process. 

•  Section  1051  establishes  a  program  to 
improve  woric  zone  safety. 

The  legislation  also  requires  a  number  of 
reports  and  studies  relat^  to  various  safety 
standards  and  activities  which  you  might  find 
interesting.  All  of  these  items  are  included  in 
the  attached  summary.  If  you  have  any 
questions,  call  Clarke  Bennett  on  FTS  366- 
1153. 

Dennis  C.  )udycki. 

Attachment 

Summary  of  Safety  Proviskms — Intermodal 
Surface  Transportatioo  Effideiicy  Act  of  1991 

On  December  18, 1991,  President  George 
Bush  signed  into  law  the  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991.  It 
provides  the  framework  for  developing  a 
national  intermodal  surface  transportation 
system  and  authorizes  funds  for  highway 
construction,  safety,  and  mass  transit 
programs.  Safety  provisions  in  the  ISTEA: 

•  Provides  $2.4  billion  for  Highway  safety 
programs  from  a  10  percent  set-aside  of  funds 
provided  for  the  Surface  Transportation 
Program  (STP). 

•  Requires  a  Highway  Safety  Management 
System  to  be  implemented  by  September 
1995. 

•  Encourages  States  to  enforce  speed 
limits,  enact  motorcycle  helmet  and  safety 
belt  use  laws,  and  implement  measures  to 
reduce  alcohol-impaired  driving. 

Summary  of  Ifi^way  Safety  Provisions 

Safety  provisions  included  in  the  ISTEA 
are  grouped,  in  this  summary,  into  five  major 
headings:  (1)  402  Highway  Safety,  (2)  Safety 
Management  and  Construction  Pro^grams,  (3) 
Activities  related  to  the  Manual  on  Uniform 
Traffic  Control  Devices,  (4)  Safety  Incentives 
and  Enforcement,  and  (5)  Other  ^fety 
Related  Items. 


402  Highway  Safety 
Funding 

The  obligation  ceiling  for  FHWA's  402 
Highway  Safety  Program  is  established  at  $10 
million  for  Fiscal  Year  1992  and  $20  million 
for  each  of  Fiscal  Years  1993-1997. 

Authorization  of  Appropriations  for 
FHWA's  402  Program  is  $17,000,000  for  Hscal 
Year  1992  and  $20,000,000  for  each  of  Fiscal 
Years  1993  through  1997.  The  obligation 
hmitation  of  $10  million  for  FY  92  sets  the 
real  limit  for  program  funding  this  year. 

Hie  NHTSA  402  Program  for  FY  92  is 
authorized  at  $126,000,000.  For  FY  93  throu^ 
97,  $171,000,000  is  authorized  which  includes 
funding  for  incentive  programs. 

The  Alcohol  Incentive  is  funded  separately 
in  FY  92  at  $25,000,000.  Thereafter,  the 
funding  is  included  in  the  NHTSA 
authorizations. 

Incentives  for  helmet  and  safety  belt  use  is 
funded  at  $17,000,000  for  FY  92  and 
$24,000,000  for  FY  93  and  94. 

The  National  Driver  Register  is  funded  at 
$4,000,000  annually  for  FY  92  through  FY  94 
as  a  separate  funding  line  item. 

Coordination 

A  requirement  contained  in  the  Motor 
Carrier  Safety  Giant  Program  (4001) 
mandates  that  each  State  coordinate  the 
Motor  Carrier  Safety  Grant  Plan  with  the 
Highway  Safety  Plan  prepared  under  23 
U.S.C.  402. 

New  Guidelines 

Six  additional  uniform  guidelines  are  to  be 
designated  as  new  priority  areas  by  the 
Secretary.  If  not  so  designated,  the  Secretary 
must  explain  to  Congress  why  they  were  not. 
The  new  guidelines  include  speed  limits, 
occupant  protection,  impaired  driving 
programs,  motocycle  safety,  school  bus 
safety,  and  law  enforcement  service.  The 
Secretary  shall  establish  a  highway  safety 
program  for  the  collection  and  reporting  data 
on  traffic-related  deaths  and  injuries  by  the 
States.  Such  criteria  shall  include,  but  not  be 
limited  to,  criteria  on  deaths  and  injuries 
resulting  from  police  pursuits,  school  bus 
accidents  and  speeding,  on  traffic-related 
deaths  and  injuries  at  highway  construction 
sites,  and  on  die  configuration  of  commercial 
motor  vehicles  involv^  in  motor  vehicle 
accidents.  The  States  are  required  to  report 
these  data  to  the  Secretary  annually. 

Safety  Management  and  Construction 

Programs 

Definition 

The  definition  of  a  highway  safety 
improvement  project  in  23  U.S.C  101(a)  is 
expanded  to  include  the  installation  of 
priority  control  systems  for  emergency 
vehicles  at  signalized  intersections. 
Eligibility 

Highway  safety  improvements,  as  well  aa 
bicycle  transportation  and  pedestrian 
walkways,  are  eligible  improvements  for 
funding  under  the  National  Highway  System 
Program. 

Safety  Set  Aside 

Surface  Transportation  funds  (23  U.S.C. 
104(b)(3))  may  be  used  for  highway  and 
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transit  safety  improvements  and  programs, 
hazard  eliminations,  projects  to  mitigate 
hazards  caused  by  wildlife,  and  railway¬ 
highway  grade  crossings.  A 10  percent  set 
aside  of  the  Surface  Transportation  funds, 

$353  million  in  FY  1992,  shall  only  be 
available  for  carrying  out  rail-highway 
crossing  improvements  and  the  hazard 
elimination  program.  These  funds  may  be 
used  by  the  States  and  localities  for  projects 
on  any  public  roads,  including  the  National 
Highway  System  (NHS). 

In  addition  to  the  safety  set  aside,  there  is 
a  10  percent  set  aside  for  transportation 
enhancement  activities.  Elikgible  activities 
include  facilities  for  pedestrians  and  bicycles 
and  the  conversion  and  use  of  abandoned 
railway  corridors  for  pedestrian  and 
bicyclists,  among  others. 

The  Federal  share  may  be  increased  to  100 
percent  for  certain  safety  projects.  Up  to  10 
percent  of  the  funds  apportioned  for  the 
Federal-aid  systems  for  any  hscal  year  under 
section  104  of  title  23  may  be  used  to  fund  up 
to  100  percent  of  project  costs  for  traffic 
control  signalization,  pavement  marking, 
commuter  carpooling  and  vanpooling,  the 
installation  of  traffic  signs,  traffic  li^ts, 
guardrails,  impact  attenuators,  concrete 
barrier  end  treatments,  break  away  utility 
poles,  and  priority  control  systems  for 
emergency  vehicles  at  signalized 
intersections.  All  except  priority  control 
systems  for  emergency  vehicles  at  signalized 
intersections  and  breakway  utility  poles  have 
been  eligible  for  100  percent  fimding 
previously. 

Safety  Management 

A  Safety  Management  System  is  one  of  the 
six  management  systems  required  by  the 
ISTEA.  These  requirements  are  contained  in 
a  new  title  23  section  303,  Management 
Systems,  which  requires  the  Secretary  to 
issue  regulations  within  1  year  after 
enactment  for  the  States  to  use  in  developing, 
establishing,  and  implementing  a  system  for 
managing  Highway  Safety.  Identical 
requirements  are  included  for  managing 
pavement  on  the  Federal-aid  system,  bridges 
on  and  off  the  Federal-aid  system,  traffic 
congestion,  public  transportation  facilities 
and  equipment,  and  intermodal  transporation 
facilities  and  systems. 

Beginning  after  September  30, 1995,  the 
Secretary  may  withhold  up  to  10  percent  of 
the  funds  apportioned  under  this  title  and 
under  the  Federal  Transit  Act  for  any  fiscal 
year  unless  the  State  is  implementing  each  of 
the  management  systems  described. 

Not  later  than  January  1  of  each  calendar 
year  beginning  aher  December  31. 1992,  the 
Secretary  shall  transmit  to  Congress  a  report 
on  the  progress  being  made  by  ^e  Secretary 
and  the  States  in  carrying  out  this  section. 

The  cost  of  such  management  systems  is 
eligible  under  the  NHS,  the  Congestion  and 
Air  Quality,  and  STP  ((104(b)(1),  (2),  or  (3)). 
Section  144  may  be  used  for  developing  and 
establishing  the  bridge  management  system. 

Activities  Related  to  the  Manual  on  Uniform 

Traffic  Control  Devices 

Signs 

The  prohibition  against  using  Federal  funds 
for  highway  signs  using  the  metric  system  has 
been  lifted  (Section  1053). 


The  Secretary  is  to  encourage  the  States  to 
provide  for  equitable  participation  in  the  use 
of  tourist-oriented  directional  signs  (TODS) 
or  "logo”  signs  along  the  Interstate  System 
and  the  Federal-aid  Primary  System.  In 
addition  to  this  encouragement,  a  study  must 
be  completed  and  reported  within  1  year  to 
Congress  on  the  participation  in  the  use  of 
TODS  and  LOGO  signs. 

MUTCD 

The  Manual  on  Uniform  Traffic  Control 
Devices  is  to  be  revised  within  90  days  to 
authorize  States  and  local  governments,  at 
their  discretion,  to  install  stop  or  yield  signs 
at  any  rail-highway  grade  crossing  without 
automatic  traffic  control  devices  where  two 
or  more  trains  operate  across  the  rail¬ 
highway  grade  crossing  each  day. 

Safety  Incentives  and  Enforcement 
National  Speed  Limit 

Changes  have  been  made  in  the  National 
Maximum  Speed  Limit  Compliance  Program 
(1029).  The  speed  limit  law  is  amended  to:  (1) 
Make  permanent  the  provisions  of  the 
expiring  demonstration  program  allowing  a 
65  mph  speed  limit  on  non-Interstate 
highways  constructed  to  Interstate  standards 
connected  to  an  Interstate  highway  posted  at 
65  mph  and  located  outside  an  urbanized 
area;  (2)  provide  for  data  collection  on  roads 
posted  at  65  mph  as  well  as  55  mph;  and  (3) 
require  the  Secretary  to  issue  regulations  for 
monitoring  and  compliance  criteria.  New 
compliance  requirements  provide  for  the 
transfer  of  some  highway  construction 
apportionments  if  a  State  fails  to  enforce 
speed  limits  in  accordance  with  the  section, 
including  noncompliance  with  a  formula  that 
(a)  assigns  greater  weight  for  violations  of 
such  speed  limits  in  proportion  to  the  amount 
by  which  the  speed  of  the  motor  vehicle 
exceeds  the  speed  limit;  and  (b)  differentiates 
between  the  types  of  road  on  which  speed 
limit  violations  occur.  This  section  requires 
the  Secretary,  within  a  year,  to  publish  in  the 
Federal  Register  a  proposed  rule  to  establish 
speed  limit  enforcement  requirements.  A  final 
rule  must  be  published  2  months  after  the 
proposed  rule,  and  must  include  a  formula  for 
compliance  which: 

•  Assigns  a  greater  weight  for  violations  of 
speed  limits  in  proportion  to  the  amount  by 
which  the  speed  of  the  motor  vehicle  exceeds 
the  speed  limit;  and 

•  Differentiates  between  the  type  of  road 
on  which  the  violations  occur. 

In  developing  the  above  compliance 
formulas,  factors  relating  to  enforcement 
efforts  by  the  States  and  data  concerning 
fatalities  and  serious  injuries  must  be 
considered. 

The  regulations  must  ensure  uniformity 
among  State  monitoring  programs,  and  that 
devices  and  equipment  used  in  State 
monitoring  programs  are  placed  at  locations 
that  take  into  account  the  relative  risk  of 
motor  vehicle  accidents. 

An  annual  report  on  travel  speeds.  State 
enforcement  efforts,  and  speed-related 
highway  safety  statistics  is  required. 

An  enforcement  moratorium  is  included  for 
Fiscal  Years  1990  and  1991.  Also,  730  days 
after  the  enactment  of  the  Act,  the 
enforcement  provisions  under  the  old 
program  will  no  longer  be  in  effect. 


Incentives 

A  new  incentive  program  was  established 
for  Safety  Belts  and  Motorcycle  Helmets. 

This  incentive  permits  the  Secretary  to 
provide  grants  to  States  that  enact 
motorcycle  helmet  and  safety  belt  use  laws. 

A  first-year  grant  would  require  a  belt  use 
law  and  a  helmet  use  law.  A  second-year 
grant  would  require  both  laws  and  a  use  rate 
of  75  percent  for  helmets  and  50  percent  for 
belts,  and  a  third-year  grant  would  require 
both  laws  and  a  use  rate  of  65  percent  for 
helmets  and  70  percent  for  belts. 

To  carry  out  this  program,  $17  million  is 
available  for  Fiscal  Year  1992  and  $24  million 
for  each  of  Fiscal  Years  1933  and  1994.  The 
percentage  of  the  cost  of  such  programs 
which  may  be  supported  with  such  grants 
decreases  from  75  percent  the  first  year  to  50 
percent  the  second  and  25  percent  ^e  third. 

Failure  by  a  State  to  have  motorcycle 
helmet  and  safety  belt  use  laws  at  anytime  in 
1994  will  require  the  Secretary  to  transfer  1.5 
percent  of  the  State's  FY  95  Federal  highway 
apportionments  for  NHS,  Congestion  and  Air 
Quality,  and  STP  programs  to  the  State's 
Section  402  highway  safety  apportionment.  In 
FY  95  and  thereafter,  if  a  State  does  not  have 
both  a  helmet  and  a  safety  belt  use  law  in 
effect,  the  Secretary  must  transfer  3  percent 
of  these  funds  apportioned  to  the  State  for 
the  succeeding  fiscal  year  to  the  State's 
Section  402  hi^way  safety  apportionment. 
Obligation  authority  is  also  transferred  to 
402. 

The  Secretary  is  required  to  conduct  a 
study  to  determine  the  benefits  of  safety  belt 
and  motorcycle  helmet  use  for  crash  victims, 
provide  90  days  for  public  comment  on  the 
proposed  study  report  and  submit  a  report  to 
Congress  on  the  results  of  the  study  within  40 
months  after  the  funds  ($5  million)  for  the 
study  are  made  available  by  the  ^cretary. 

Other  Safety  Related  Items 
Operation  Lifesaver 
Funding  is  continued  for  the  Operation 
Lifesaver  Program  which  is  designed  to 
provide  public  information  and  education  to 
help  prevent  and  reduce  motor  vehicle 
accidents,  injuries  and  fatalities,  and  to 
improve  driver  performance  of  rail-highway 
crossings.  Fimding  for  this  program  has  been 
increased  from  $250  thousand  to  $300 
thousand  and  is  managed  nationally  through 
a  contract  with  Operation  Lifesaver, 
Incorporated. 

High  Speed  Rail  Corridors  Program 
A  new  program  has  been  established  for 
High  Speed  Rail  Corridors.  This  is  a  new 
program  which  requires  the  Secretary  to  set- 
aside  $5  million  each  year  fitim  the  Surface 
Transportation  Funds  to  use  for  the 
elimination  of  hazards  at  railway-highway 
crossings  in  not  more  than  five  railway 
corridors  which  meet  the  criteria  set  forth  in 
this  paragraph.  This  set-aside  is  in  addition  to 
the  10  percent  set-aside  for  highway  safety 
improvements. 

Program  Efficiencies 
Program  Efficiencies  have  been  provided 
which:  (1)  Allow  States  to  proceed  with  3R 
projects  on  the  National  Highway  System 
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(NHS)  based  on  a  project-by-project 
certification  that  the  work  will  meet  or 
exceed  the  standards  approved  for  that 
system;  (2)  eliminate  FHWA  PS&E  review 
and  approval  at  the  request  of  the  State  on  all 
non-NHS  projects  and  any  NHS  project  with 
an  estimated  construction  cost  of  less  than 
$1,000,000;  and  (3)  allow  safety 
considerations  on  any  of  the  above  projects 
involving  phase  construction  to  be  met 
through  consistency  with  an  operative  safety 
management  system  established  under  23 
U.S.C.  303. 

Amendments  to  23  U.S.C  109  Standards 
requires  that  the  design  and  construction 
standards  for  new  construction, 
reconstruction,  and  3R  woric  on  multi-lane 
limited  access  highways  on  the  National 
Highway  System  shall  be  those  approved  by 
the  Secretary  in  cooperation  with  each  State 
highway  department  An  additional 
requirement  provides  that  non-NHS  projects 
shall  be  designed,  constructed,  operated  and 
maintained  in  accordance  with  ^te  laws, 
regulations,  directives,  and  standards. 

The  Secretary  is  required  to  conduct  and 
report  on  a  survey  of  current  State  standards 
relating  to  geometic  design,  traffic  control 
devices,  roadside  safety,  safety  appurtenance 
design,  uniform  traffic  control  devices,  and 
sign  legibility  and  directional  clarity  for 
F^eral-aid  highways.  A  report  to  the  House 
and  Senate  Public  Works  Committees  is  due 
within  2  years,  covering  the  results  of  the 
survey,  recommendaticms  on  the  necessity  for 
upgrading  to  enhance  safety,  and  the 
crashworthiness  of  signs,  l^ts,  guardrail, 
barriers,  attenuators  and  p^s  currently 
being  used. 

Legal  Concerns 

Legal  concerns  regarding  certain  reports 
and  surveys  should  diminish  with  the  new 
Limitatitm  on  Discovery  provisions  of  the 
ISTEA  (1035).  These  provisions  amend  23 
U.S.C  409  “Admission  as  evidence  of  certain 
reports  and  surveys”  to  extend  the  limitation 
on  admission  of  certain  data,  reports  and 
surveys  into  evidence  in  Federal  and  State 
courts  to  include  pre-trial  discovery 
proceedings  in  any  action  for  damages  arising 
from  any  occurrence  at  a  location  addressed 
by  such  information.  Previously  such  reports 
and  surveys  could  not  be  admitted  into 
evidence.  This  section  as  modified  states  that 
such  reports  and  surveys  “*  *  *  shall  not  be 
subject  to  discovery  or  admitted  into 
evidence  in  Federal  or  State  Court  or 
considered  for  other  purposes  in  any  action 
for  damages  arising  ^m  any  occurrence  at  a 
location  mentioned  or  addrMsed  in  such 
reports,  surveys,  schedules,  lists,  or  data.” 
Work  Zone  Safety 

A  program  to  improve  woik  zone  safety  at 
highway  construction  sites  is  required.  A 
primary  compiment  shall  be  enhancing  the 
quality  and  effectiveness  of  traffic  control 
devices,  safety  appurtenances,  traffic  control 
devices,  safety  appurtenances,  traffic  control 
plans,  and  bidding  practices  for  traffic  contnd 
devices  and  services. 

Methods  to  Reduce  Traffic  Congestion 
during  Construction  is  to  be  the  subject  of  a 
study  methods  to  enhance  traffic  flow  and 
minimiM  congestion  during  construction,  and 
the  costs  associated  with  such  methods.  The 


Secretary  shall  consider  such  methods  as 
construction  during  off-peak  hours, 
minimizing  lane  closures,  and  provision  in 
each  State  of  a  toll-free  telephone  number  for 
complaints  and  information.  A  report  to 
Congress  widi  recommendations  is  due  not 
later  than  September  30, 1992. 

Roadside  Barriers 

Section  1058  requires  that  no  less  than  2Vk 
percent  of  the  mileage  of  all  new  or 
replacement  permanent  median  barriers 
included  in  Federal-aid  contracts  awarded  on 
the  National  Hi^way  System  by  each  State 
in  each  calendar  year  shall  be  innovative 
safety  barriers. 

The  Secretary  is  required  to  initiate  within 
30  days  and  complete  within  1  year  a 
rulemaking  to  revise  existing  guidelines  and 
establish  standards  for  the  installation  of 
roadside  barriers  and  other  safety 
appurtenances  (1073).  Such  rulemaking  shall 
reflect  the  state-of-the-art  criteria  contained 
in  NCHRP  230,  including  enhanced  levels  of 
performance  to  accommodate  vans,  pickup 
trucks,  and  4-wheel  drive  vehicles,  llie  Bnal 
rule  implementing  the  revised  guidelines  and 
standards  shall  Im  applicable  to 
refurbishment  and  replacement  of  existing 
barriers  and  appurtenances  as  well  as  new 
installations. 

Handicapped  Parking 
Handicapped  Paridng  is  emphasized  by 
requiring  a  study  of  the  progress  being  made 
by  the  States  in  adopting  and  implementing 
the  uniform  systmn  for  handicapped  parking, 
established  in  regulations  published  March 
11, 1991,  as  23  CFR  part  1235.  These 
regulatioru  implement  Public  Law  100-841 
(102  stat  3335)  passed  by  Congress  on 
November  9,  IS^  which  became  effective  on 
April  10, 1991.  A  report  is  required  within  2 
years,  and  is  to  be  sent  to  the  House 
Committee  on  Public  Works  and  to  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Environment  and 
PuUic  Works. 

Date:  February  6, 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn,  oft  HTV-11. 

Subject:  Intelligent  Vehicle  Highway  Systems 
(IVHS)  Program  Issues  and  Status. 

From:  Ass^ates  Administrator  for  Safety 
and  System  Applications,  Washington, 
DC  20590. 

To:  Regional  Administrators. 

Growth  of  the  IVHS  program  within  FHWA 
during  FY 1992  will  be  supported  with  $139.8 
million  in  General  Operating  Expenses 
provided  by  the  Department  of 
Transportation  Appropriatioru  BiU,  and  $94 
million  in  contract  auAority  provided  by  the 
Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency 
Act  (ISTEA)  of  1991.  This  $233.8  million 
program  is  a  dramatic  increase  from  the  $20 
million  which  was  api»opriated  to  FHWA  for 
IVHS  in  FY  1991.  The  ISTEA  also  established 
several  major  new  initiatives  and/mr  funding 
categories,  induding: 

•  Hie  IVHS  Corridors  Program,  which  has 
two  components.  The  first  calls  for 
designation  of  3  to  10  priority  urban  corridors 
and  the  second  component  covers  “other” 
corridor  or  area  designations.  Seventy-one 
million  dollars  is  provided  in  FY  1992,  and 
$86  million  per  year  is  authorized  for  FYs 


1993  through  1997.  At  least  50  percent  of 
these  funds  must  be  spent  on  the  3  to  10 
priority  urban  corridors  component. 

•  Innovative,  high-risk  project  support, 
which  must  receive  at  least  5  percent  of  the 
Corridors  Program  funds. 

•  An  Automated  Highway  System 
prototype  demonstration. 

•  Support  for  other  IVHS  activities  outside 
of  the  Corridors  Program.  Twenty-three 
million  dollars  is  provided  for  FY  1992,  and 
$27  million  per  year  is  authorized  for  FYs 
1993  through  1997. 

•  Technical  assistance  and  planning 
grants,  which  focus  on  implementation  and 
eariy  deployment  studies,  are  encouraged. 

•  Several  specffic  studies  and  reports  to 
Congress  are  required. 

The  Appropriations  Bill  directs  that  we 
spend  $109  million  of  the  $139.8  million 
provided  on  19  specific  projects,  and  we 
intend  to  fully  obligate  these  funds  this  year. 
Copies  of  the  IVHS  portions  of  the 
Appropriations  and  ISTEA  Bills  are  attached 
for  your  reference. 

Tliis  larger,  more  complex  IVHS  program 
requires  that  strong  program  management 
policies  and  procedtu«s  be  in  effect 
immediately,  especially  in  designing  the  new 
ISTEA  Corridors  Program  and  in  woridng 
with  the  earmarked  projects.  We  have  bMn 
working  hard  over  the  last  few  weeks  to  lay 
out  a  plan  for  how  we  interface  these 
components  in  the  FY  1992  program,  and  to 
establish  a  friimewoik  for  delivery  of  the 
program  in  the  future. 

We  will  be  designating  3  to  10  priority 
urban  corridors  that  meet  the  criteria 
established  for  this  program  in  the  ISTEA, 
and  that  will  advance  the  IVHS  program. 
Attached  is  a  preliminary  list  of  the  selected 
corridors.  You  will  note  that  several  of  the 
earmaiked  projects  have  been  included  with 
or  designated  as  priority  urban  emridor 
locations.  For  the  corridors  within  your 
region,  we  will  be  discussing  with  you  the 
appropriateness  of  the  designations  as  well 
as  seeking  your  assistance  in  setting  up  the 
necessary  meeting  with  State  and  local 
officials.  Discussion  at  these  meetings  should 
also  cover  any  earmariced  projects  t^t  could 
appropriately  be  included  wit^  the  saqie  of 
the  priority  urban  corridor  project  With 
FHWA's  appropriations  hearings  on  the  FY 
1993  program  s^eduled  for  Mtundi  17  and  19, 
it  will  be  necessary  that  these  meetings  take 
place  as  soon  as  possible. 

We  would  also  like  to  explore  the  potential 
of  the  possible  “other”  corridor  sites  listed  on 
the  attachment  and  will  be  asking  your 
assistance  in  setting  up  meetings  with  the 
appropriate  State  and  local  officials  at  these 
sites  as  well.  We  plan  to  designate  at  least 
some  of  these  tor  the  “other  corridors” 
component  of  the  ISTEA.  As  with  the  priority 
urban  corridors,  we  will  closely  coordinate 
these  selections  with  you.  It  is  not  our  intent, 
however,  to  fully  ctunmit  the  funds  available 
for  the  other  corridors  program  to  these 
designated  projects.  An  open  solicitation 
process,  as  described  below,  will  be  used  to 
select  additional  projects  which  would  also 
utilize  these  fundk 

Cmcurrently  with  development  of  the 
corridor  program,  we  have  been  woridng  with 
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other  Departmental  offices  to  more  formally 
document  the  process  by  which  odier 
projects  will  be  selected  for  IVHS  program 
funding.  Attached  is  a  copy  of  the  ‘IVHS 
OperatkMial  Test  Selection  Process”  which 
describes  procedures  and  criteria  which  we 
are  now  using.  ‘This  document  will  be 
published  soon  in  the  Federal  Register. 

Several  key  points  from  the  selection 
process  document  deserve  hi^ilighting: 

•  A  solicitation  for  operational  test  project 
proposals  will  be  publi^ed  annually  in  the 
Federal  Register.  This  solicitation  will  outline 
IVHS  technical  program  areas  which  DOT  is 
particularly  interested  in  pursuing  at  the  time, 
according  to  the  IVHS  program  set  forth  and 
described  in  the  National  IVHS  Strategic 
Plan.  The  first  solicitation  will  be  published 
shortly  after  the  ”IVHS  Operational  Test 
Selection  Process”  document  is  published. 

•  Operational  test  project  selection  criteria 
are  included  as  part  of  the  document.  These 
criteria  cover  relationship  to  the  National 
IVHS  Strategic  Plan,  merits  of  the  project 
design,  partnerships  formed  for  the  project 
and  Federal  role. 

•  An  Evaluation  Panel  will  be  assigned  to 
review  each  proposal  based  on  the  selection 
criteria.  A  decision  on  possible  project 
funding  support  will  be  made  based  on  the 
recommendations  of  the  Panel. 

Our  plan  is  to  have  all  operational  test 
funding  decisions  for  FY 1W2  made  by  late 
summer. 

Over  the  past  few  months,  we  have 
received  a  number  of  proposals  from  States 
interested  in  participating  in  the  IVHS 
program  and  have  initiated  the  Evaluation 
Panel  review  and  reconunendation  process. 
We  are  completing  our  evaluation  of  these 
and  will  advise  you  of  tl;a  results  as  soon  as 
possible.  Funding  decisions  on  the  proposals 
found  acceptable  by  the  Evaluation  Panels 
will  be  deferred  pending  the  results  of  the 
solicitation  process. 

The  ISTEA  limits  the  contribution  of 
Federal  IVHS  funds  to  80  percent  of  the  total 
cost  of  a  project  Our  current  interpretation  of 
this  provision  is  that  the  20  percent  match 
must  be  from  non-Federal-aid  sources,  i.e.. 
private  sector  contribution.  State  or  local 
funds,  eta  In  order  to  maximize  available 
Federal  dollars  and  to  meet  the  national 
objectives  of  the  IVHS  program  we  will 
continue  to  encourage  a  50/50  split  in  total 
prject  costs.  Fifty  percent  contribution  by 
other  partners  would  include  the  20  percent 
”hard  match"  required  under  the  ISIEA,  but 
the  remaining  30  percent  may  include  other 
Federal-aid  funds,  including  HP&R  as  well  as 
“soft  match"  opportunities.  The  80/20  funding 
requirement  will  also  be  applied  to  projects 
that  will  receive  Congressionally  earmariced 
funding  imder  the  FY  1992  DOT 
Appropriations  Act. 

An  effective  IVHS  program  delivery 
process  for  this  fiscal  year  will  require  a  hi^ 
degree  of  cooperation  and  coordination 
among  FHWA  Headquarter,  region,  and 
division  offices.  We  will  keep  you  informed 
of  progress  on  the  issues  disused  above, 
and  look  forward  to  working  with  you  to 
implement  a  successful  program.  Until  policy 
decisioru  on  these  program  issues  are 


finalized,  please  restrict  the  above 
infcmnation  to  internal  FHWA  use  only. 

Dermis  C  Julycki. 

Attachments 

Preliminary  Designatioru 

/.  Priority  Urban  IVHS  Corridon 

A.  Intercity  Corridors 

1. 1- 05  Northeast  Corridor— Richmond  to 
Boston  (ATIS). 

a.  Washington-Baltimore  Component 

b.  Hiiladelphia  2l8t  Century  Component 

c.  Trenton-Newark. 

2. 1- 94  Midwest  Corridor — Chicago  to 
Milwaukee. 

1-90  Midwest  Corridor— Chicago  to  Gary. 

3. 1- 5  West  Corridor — Los  Angeles  to  Swth 
of  Anaheim. 

a.  Los  Angeles  to  Anaheim  Component 

b.  Anaheim  to  San  Diego  Component 

B.  Intraurban  Corridors 

1.  Houston  1-45. 

2.  Northern  New  jersey. 

3.  Los  Angeles  Smart  Corridors. 

4.  Chicago  ADVANCE  Project 

II.  Possible  Other  Corridor  Sites 

1.  Anaheim — District  12  test  bed. 

2.  Detroit-^[^/96— DIRECT. 

3.  Ft  Lauderdale-Miami  1-95— FLAMINGO. 

4.  Miimeapolis — Guidestar. 

5.  Seattle-^ AME. 

rVHS  Operatkmal  Tests 

Selection  Process 
Introduction 

The  Intelligent  Vehicle  Highway  System 
(IVHS)  program  consists  of  a  range  of 
advanced  technologies  and  ideas  which,  in 
combination,  can  improve  mobility  and 
transportation  productivity,  enhance  safety, 
maximize  the  use  of  existing  transportation 
facilities,  conserve  energy  resources,  and 
reduce  adverse  environmental  effects.  The 
aim  of  the  tutional  IVHS  program  is  to 
deploy  advanced  technologies  to  help  solve 
transportation  problems  and  improve  safety. 

Operational  tests  serve  as  the  transition 
between  research  and  development  and  full 
scale  deployment  of  IVHS  technologies.  The 
tests  evaluate  how  well  newly  developed 
IVHS  tedmologies  work  under  real  operating 
conditions  and  assess  the  benefits  and  public 
support  for  the  product  or  system. 
Operational  tests  are  conducted  in  a  "real 
world"  operational  highway  environment 
under  “live”  transportation  conditions.  This 
distinguishes  operational  tests  from  research 
projects  or  other  kinds  of  testing,  for  example 
simulation  testing,  test  tracks,  in-service  fleet 
evaluations,  or  tests  on  facilities  that  are 
temporarily  closed  to  the  public. 

An  operational  test  integrates  existing 
technology,  RftD  products,  and  institutional 
arrangements  to  test  one,  and  usually  more, 
new  technological,  institutional  or  financial 
elements  in  a  real  world  test  bed.  A  test  is 
designed  to  provide  progress  towards 
operational  deployment  of  a  technology  or 
institutional  or  financial  arrangement.  An 
operational  test  may  also  examine  public 
acceptance  and  ma^et  support  fat  a 
particular  system  or  for  some  element  of  that 
system  and  evaluate  the  market  readiness  of 


given  technologies  and/or  institutional 
arrangements. 

IVIffi  operational  tests  are  often 
undertaken  as  cooperative  public/private 
ventures.  An  IVHS  operational  test  typicaUy 
involves  a  carefully  crafted  partnership 
which  is  negotiated  among  federal  state, 
local  private  and  other  institutions.  Funding, 
technical  and  administrative  responsibilities 
are  shared  among  the  partners  in  the 
operational  test  Funding  may  be  “pooled”  or 
not  depending  on  the  nature  of  the 
relationship  and  agreed  upon  approach.  The 
partnership  a^ect  often  involving  the 
private  sector,  distinguishes  an  operational 
test  from  normal  contract  procurements  for 
specific  tasks  or  activities  fully  funded  by  the 
Federal  government  In  some  cases  the 
operational  test  may  involve  only  public 
sector  partners,  with  competitive 
procurements  used  for  any  private  sector 
participation. 

The  DOT  IVHS  Program 

The  national  IVHS  program  and 
related  DOT  activities  were  initially 
guided  by  the  findings  and  goals  of 
Mobility  2000.  These  are  now 
undergoing  further  refinement  and 
enhancement  through  a  national  public/ 
private  effort  to  develop  a  National 
IVHS  Strategic  Plan.  A  draft  of  the 
Strategic  Man  will  be  available  in  early 
1992. 

The  DOT  IVHS  program  will  also  be 
guided  by  advice  ^m  IVHS  America,  a 
non-profit  corporation  which  serves  as 
the  national  forum  for  coordination  of 
public  and  private  fVHS  activities.  IVHS 
America  is  chartered  as  an  advisory 
committee  to  the  US  DOT  on  IVHS 
matters. 

Operational  tests  are  a  major  program 
element  of  the  DOT  IVHS  program.  All 
the  participating  DOT  administrations, 
including  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration  (FHWA),  the  National 
Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration 
(NHTSA).  the  Federal  Transit 
Administration  (FTA)  (formerly  the 
Urban  Mass  Transportation 
Administration],  and  the  Research  and 
Special  Programs  Administration 
(RSPA),  have  interest  in  this  area, 
althou^  their  specific  program  needs 
tailor  the  particular  arrangements  of  the 
operation^  test  In  many  cases,  there 
are  opportunities  for  two  or  more 
administrations  to  cooperate  in  a  single 
operational  test. 

The  FHWA’s  FVHS  program  will 
utilize  field  operationd  tests  to  examine 
and  test  a  broad  range  of  technologies 
and  issues.  Current  operational  test 
efforts  are  examining  technologies  used 
in  the  IVHS  areas  of:  Advanced  Traffic 
Management  Systems  (ATMS)  diat  will 
provide  improved  surveillance  mediods 
and  new,  integrated  traffic  adaptive 
control  strategies  and  enhanced  multi- 
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jurisdictional  coordination;  Advanced 
Traveler  Information  Systems  (ATIS) 
that  will  provide  real-time  traffic  and 
route  guidance  information  to  private 
and  commercial  vehicles;  Commercial 
Vehicle  Operations  (CVO)  that  will 
provide  an  electronic  permitting  and 
reporting  system  for  use  by  motor 
carriers  and  State  regulatory  and 
licensing  agencies  and  for  automatically 
checking  motor  carriers  and  clearing 
those  vehicles  with  proper  credentials. 

As  part  of  the  overall  DOT  initiative 
in  IVHS,  FTA  (formerly  UMTA)  will 
utilize  field  operational  tests  to 
demonstrate  and  evaluate  technologies 
for  the  Advanced  Public  Transportation 
Systems  (APTS)  program.  This  program 
is  structured  to  contribute  innovative 
applications  of  advanced  traveler 
information  and  communications 
technologies  that  most  benefit  public 
transportation.  Operational  tests  will 
evaluate,  for  example,  the  mode  choice 
impact  on  commuters  of  more  timely 
ride  matching  information  using  various 
technologies  in  the  home  and/or  work 
place.  Other  tests  will  utilize  new 
technologies  to  allow  transit  operators 
to  facilitate  more  efficient  and  safer 
fleet  operations  and  to  reduce  unit 
operating  costs.  There  is  a  heavy 
emphasis  on  public  benefits  in  the  APTS 
component,  and  many  of  the  operational 
test  partnerships  will  only  involve  the 
public  sector.  Operational  test  selection 
will  be  guided  by  the  criteria  herein 
following  the  FTA  program  procedures 
in  FTA  (UMTA)  circular  C6100.1B, 
August  24, 1988.  Normal  procurement 
arrangements  may  be  used  to  involve 
private  sector  suppliers. 

NHTSA  may  utilize  field  operational 
tests  to  acquire  data/information 
necessary  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
the  National  Traffic  and  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Act  of  1966 — to  ensure  that 
Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standards 
are  “reasonable,  practicable  and 
appropriate  for  the  particular  type  of 
motor  vehicle  or  item  of  motor  vehicle 
equipment  for  which  it  is  prescribed  *  * 
*"  (Action  103)  and  to  “*  *  *  determine 
the  relationship  between  motor  vehicle 
or  motor  vehicle  equipment  performance 
characteristics  and  (a)  accidents 
involving  motor  vehicles  and  (b)  the 
occurrence  of  death,  or  personal  injury 
resulting  from  such  accidents  ***** 
(Section  106).  IVHS  field  operational 
tests  will  be  used,  for  example,  to 
determine  the  performance, 
efiectiveness,  reliability,  maintainability 
and/or  cost  of  potential  IVHS  crash 
avoidance  countermeasures. 


The  Federal  Role  in  IVHS  Operational 
Tests 

IVHS  operational  tests  are 
implemented  as  cooperative  ventures 
between  a  variety  of  public  and  private 
partners,  including  State  and  local 
governments,  private  companies, 
universities  €md  other  institutions.  The 
general  Federal  role  in  the  national 
rVHS  program  is  to  act  as  a  leader  and  a 
catalyst,  and  to  assure  adequate 
emphasis  on  public  benefits.  The 
Federal  government  will  also  guide  the 
design  and  conduct  of  the  project 
evaluation  to  ensiire  that  the  project  is 
independently  evaluated  on  a  national 
program  scale. 

Ibe  Federal  share  in  funding  public/ 
private  joint  venture  operational  tests 
from  IVHS  funds  shall  generally  not 
exceed  50%  of  the  total  project  cost. 
However,  the  Federal  share  for  any 
specific  operational  test  shall  be 
determined  by  such  factors  as 
opporbmity  to  provide  significant 
national  benefits,  relevance  to  the 
Federal  IVHS  program,  and  whether  the 
system  or  teclmology  is  close  to  maricet 
availability  or  is  a  more  long  range, 
higher  risk  project  In  addition  to 
Federal  IVHS  funds,  funding  for 
operational  tests  may  include  regular 
Federal-aid  highway  funds  and/or 
regular  FTA  (UMTA)  program  funds 
(Sections  3, 4(i)  3(a)(1)(c),  9  and  26). 
where  eligible. 

Solicitation  of  Offers  for  Operational 
Tests 

In  early  fiscal  year  1992  and  annually 
thereafter,  a  statement  of  interest  will  be 
published  in  the  Federal  Register 
identifying  key  IVHS  technology  areas 
for  which  public/private  joint  ventures 
and/or  multimodal  operational  test 
offers  are  encouraged,  along  with  the 
selection  criteria,  llie  statement  of 
interest  will  be  sufficiently  explicit  to 
stimulate  the  presentation  of  new  and 
imaginative  ideas  while  reflecting  the 
current  priorities  within  the  IVHS 
program.  Any  innovative  offer  that  is 
viewed  as  advancing  the  IVHS  program 
will  be  considered  for  potential  Federal 
support  as  an  IVHS  operational  test. 

The  process  for  the  evaluation  and 
selection  of  IVHS  operational  tests  in 
response  to  this  solicitation  is  outlined 
in  Figure  1.  The  DOT  IVHS  Woridng 
Group  provides  oversight  and  input 
throu^out  the  process. 

When  appropriate,  the  DOT  modal 
administrations  may  also  initiate 
projects  by  directly  seeking  partners  for 
a  specific  operational  test  or  tests. 
Projects  falling  within  this  category 
mi^t  include,  for  example,  tests  to 
obtain  opmtional  data  supporting 


Federal  safety  standards,  the  operation 
of  new  safety  features  in  vehicles,  or 
customer  information  improvements  for 
transit. 

Operational  Test  Offer  Preparation 

Potential  participants  in  IVHS 
operational  tests  will  be  encouraged  to 
have  informal  contacts  with  the 
appropriate  DOT  agencies  during  the 
preparation  of  proposed  cooperative 
ventures.  This  allows  the  prospective 
partners  to  gain  deeper  insights  into  the 
current  status  of  the  IVHS  program  and 
the  needs  not  met  with  on-going 
operational  test  projects.  Designated 
points  of  contact  within  the  individual 
agencies  will  be  identified  to  expedite 
iifformation  exchange. 

An  operational  test  offer  should 
contain  sufficient  information  to  enable 
tui  evaluation  of  the  merits  of  the 
technologies  in  the  proposed  test,  how 
closely  the  test  supports  the  overall 
IVHS  program  goals,  and  how  strong  a 
commitment  the  potential  project 
partners  have  to  the  successful 
completion  of  the  project  The  offer 
should  contain  details  regarding 
potential  schedules,  financial 
arrangements  within  the  project 
partnership,  proposed  scope  of  the 
project  and  the  anticipated  results. 
Proposed  cost  share  arrangements 
should  be  spelled  out  with  enough  detail 
to  determine  whether  the  resources 
being  committed  to  the  potential  project 
are  sufficient  to  assure  successful 
completion.  Special  attention  should 
also  be  paid  to  clearly  stating  the  goals 
and  expected  results  of  the  project, 
along  with  plans  which  have  been  made 
to  ensure  that  the  results  can  be  fairly 
and  completely  evaluated. 

Operational  Test  Review  Committee 

As  shown  in  Figure  1,  the  DOT  IVHS 
Woricing  Group  will  be  advised  when  an 
offer  for  participation  in  a  major 
operational  test  involving  a  public/ 
public  joint  venture  or  multimodal 
partnership  has  been  received.  The 
Working  Group  will  review  the  offer  and 
work  with  the  lead  DOT  agency  to 
establish  an  Operational  Test  Review 
Committee  if  warranted. 

An  Operational  Test  Review 
Committee  will  normally  consist  of  5  to 
6  members,  chaired  by  the  lead  agency 
program  office.  Each  agency  represented 
on  ffie  IVHS  Working  Group  will  be 
given  the  opportunity  to  participate  in 
the  review  and  selection  process.  As 
described  earlier,  an  operational  test 
may  involve  technologies  or  strategies 
that  fall  within  the  programs  of  several 
DOT  agencies.  The  composition  of  the 
Review  Committee  will  reflect  the 
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multiinodal  scope  of  the  operational  test 
as  appropriate. 

The  modal  administrations  may  also 
continue  to  select  and  administer 
operational  tests  funded  from  their 
regular  programs.  Information  on  IVHS 
related  tests  will  be  coordinated  through 
the  rVHS  Working  Group  and  selection 
will  be  guided  by  the  criteria  herein. 

Criteria  for  Project  Evaluation  and 
Selection 

The  Operational  Test  Review 
Committee  will  review  and  evaluate  the 
offers  using  the  selection  criteria  in 
Appendix  A.  These  criteria  will  be  used 
to  judge  the  degree  to  which  an  offer 
addresses  the  technical,  financial,  and 
project  management  aspects  of  the 
proposed  operational  test  The  selection 
process  will  focus  on  measures  such  as 
the  overall  contribution  to  IVHS 
program  knowledge  base,  suitability  of 
the  proposed  site  to  support  overall 
IVHS  program  test  objectives,  and  the 
ability  of  the  existing  infrastructure  to 
support  the  test  program.  A  critical 
aspect  of  the  selection  process  will  be 
judging  the  various  factors  that  could 
influence  the  successful  outcome  of  the 
proposed  test.  This  will  include  an 
assessment  of  the  financial  resources 
that  are  to  be  committed  to  the  project 

This  preliminary  evaluation,  by  &e 
Operational  Test  Review  Committee, 
will  help  to  identify  those  offers  which 
have  potential  for  successful 
participation  in  the  DOT  FVHS  program. 
The  Review  Committee  will  also  identify 
any  technical,  administrative  or 
financial  areas  which  may  not  be 
adequately  addressed  in  the  offer. 

Negotiation  and  Approval  Process 

The  results  of  the  Operational  Test  > 
Review  Committee’s  preliminary 
evaluation  will  be  relayed  to  the  project 
partners,  along  with  any  areas  of 
concern  identified  by  the  Committee. 
This  will  serve  as  the  basis  for 
negotiations  between  the  project 
partners  and  the  lead  DOT  agency  to 
reach  mutually  agreeable  terms  for  an 
IVHS  operational  test.  It  should  be 
noted  that  the  development  of  the  final 
project  may  require  extensive,  and 
sometimes  lengthy,  negotiations 
between  the  parties.  Oidy  upon 
successful  completion  of  these 
negotiations  would  a  partnership  be 
formed. 

Hie  terms  of  an  operational  test  will 
typically  be  defined  in  a  Memorandum 
of  Understanding  (MoU)  specific  to  the 
project  which  is  negotiated  between  the 
DOT  lead  agency  and  the  project 
partners.  Some  operational  tests  may  be 
defined  through  a  Federal-aid  or  FTA 


(UMTA)  project  agreement  or  similar 
document. 

The  MoU  or  other  document  will  be 
the  formal  basis  for  the  partnership  and 
will  describe  the  roles  and 
responsibilities  of  each  partner  that  are 
essential  for  the  successful  completion 
of  the  operational  test.  The  MoU  will 
also  delineate  the  cost-sharing 
arrangements,  when  appropriate,  and 
any  other  terms  or  conditions  agreed  to 
among  the  partners.  It  should  be  noted 
that  the  partnership  may  not  necessarily 
involve  a  transfer  of  funds  to  any 
partner;  the  agreement  may  simply  be  to 
participate  in  a  particular  element  of  a 
project. 

Hie  Review  Committee  will  be  kept 
informed  and^mivide  oversight  during 
the  negotiation  process  and  be  called 
upon  for  advice  or  assistance  as  needed. 
When  cm  agreement  has  been  reached 
with  the  project  partners,  the  lead 
agency  will  prepare  a  memorandum 
documenting  the  selection  process  and 
the  responsiveness  of  the  offeror  to  the 
criteria.  The  lead  agency  will  also 
inform  the  DOT  IVHS  Working  Group  of 
the  results  of  the  negotiations. 

Periodically  a  notice  will  be  placed  in 
the  Fedwal  Registm*  announcing  the 
initiation  of  major  new  joint  venture 
and/or  multimodal  operational  tests. 

IVHS  Cooperative  Agreements  and 
Work  Orders 

While  an  MoU  defines  each  partner's 
roles  and  responsibilities,  generally  a 
Cooperative  Agreement  will  be  us^  as 
the  contract  document  to  transfer 
Federal  IVHS  funds  to  a  State  DOT  or 
local  lead  agency  for  implementation  of 
the  operational  test  The  Cooperative 
Agreement  provides  a  detail^ 
description  of  all  required  phases/tasks, 
funding  levels,  and  the  period  of 
performance.  Work  Orders  become 
addendums  to  the  Cooperative 
Agreement  and  provide  details  of 
phases  or  tasks  of  the  project  that  are 
not  well  defined  at  the  time  the 
Cooperative  Agreement  is  signed. 

The  general  guideline  governing  the 
use  of  Cooperative  Agreements  and 
Work  Orders  are  provided  as  appendix 
B  to  this  document.  While  the  specific 
details  of  Cooperative  Agreements  will 
vary  to  accommodate  the  circumstances 
and  needs  of  individual  operational 
tests,  these  attached  guidelines  provide 
the  basis  for  negotiating  the  project 
agreements  and  defining  the  work  scope 
and  responsibilities  of  the  individual 
project  partners. 

Appendix  A — ^TVHS  Operational  Test 
Selection  Criteria 

The  overall  goal  of  the  IVHS  program 
is  to  provide  improved  safety,  mobility. 


driver  convenience,  energy  efficiency, 
and  environmental  quality  for  the 
highway  transportation  system  tiirough 
the  development  and  application  of 
advanced  vehicle-highway  technologies. 

Operational  tests  are  an  integral  and 
major  part  of  the  national  IVHS 
program.  These  tests  serve  as  the 
transition  between  research  and 
development  and  full  scale  deployment 
of  IVHS  technologies.  Operational  tests 
evaluate  the  reliability  and  viability  of 
the  technology  involved,  determine 
public  benefits  and  evaluate  cost 
effectiveness.  FVHS  operational  tests 
also  evaluate  new  institutional  and 
financial  arrangements.  As  the  last  step 
to  fiill  deployment,  an  operational  test 
also  assesses  the  public  acceptance  and 
market  support  for  the  technologies,  and 
serves  to  demonstrate  to  public  decision 
makers  the  need  to  utilize  IVHS 
technologies  or  institutional 
arrangements. 

The  selection  criteria  below  are 
designed  to  assess  the  operational  test’s 
potential  for  contributing  to  the 
advancement  of  the  national  IVHS 
program,  to  evaluate  the  technical  and 
management  aspects  of  the  test,  and  to 
determine  the  appropriateness  of  the 
proposed  Federal  role  in  the  project 

Sdectkm  Critaiia 

/.  Relationship  to  National  Program 

The  proposed  IVHS  Operational  Test 
shall: 

1.  Directly  contribute  to  the  higher 
priority  issues  or  needs  of  the  DOT 
IVHS  program  involving  advanced 
technologies  that  offer 

•  Increased  mobility  and  operational 
efficiency 

•  Improved  safety  and  reduction  of 
accidents 

•  Contributions  towards  clean  air  and 
energy  efficiency  goals 

•  Increased  transit  ridership  and 
efficiency 

•  Increased  vehicle  occupancy  levels 
through  the  improved  operation  of  high 
occupancy  vehicle  facilities 

•  Enhanced  commercial  productivity 
and  regulatory  efficiency 

•  Safer  transportation  of  hazardous 
materials 

•  Improved  U.S.  international 
competitiveness 

2.  Advance  the  development  and 
eventual  implementation  of  the 
proposed  technology  or  system. 
Demonstrate  that  there  is  an  acceptable 
basis  for  believing  that  the  technologies 
being  tested  will  ultimately  be 
successfully  deployed  or  implemented. 

3.  Have  meaningful,  distinguishable 
features  involving  technical. 
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institutional,  market,  or  other  important 
characteristics  which  have  not  been 
addressed  in  operational  tests  to  date. 
Projects  should  not  replicate  past  or 
current  tests  unless  such  replication 
provides  a  significant  contribution  to 
advancing  the  IVHS  program. 

4.  Fit  within  a  logical  evolution  of  the 
IVHS  program  and/or  supporting 
technology  as  defined  by  die  National 
IVHS  Strate^c  Plan. 

5.  Be  consistent  with  the  national 
rVHS  program  as  detailed  in  the 
National  IVHS  Strat^c  Plan. 

Contribute  to  achieving  one  or  more  of 
the  IVHS  program  objectives  outlined 
below: 

Advanced  Traffic  Management  Systems 
(ATMS) 

•  Develop  new  supporting  ATMS  • 
technology  including: 

— Improved  surveillance  methods. 

— New  integrated,  traffic  adaptive 
control  strategies  for  fi*eeway  and 
street  network  traffic  responsive 
control  systems. 

— ^A  standardized  data  based  system 
describing  the  quality  of  traffic  flow 
on  both  fi'eeway  and  street  networks 
to  support  both  control  and  traveler 
information  systems. 

— Improved  computer  analysis  tools 
including  real-time  simulation  models 
and  expert  systems,  that  aid  operators 
in  making  areawide  traffic 
management  decisions. 

— Electronic  toll  and  traffic  management 
systems  which  reduce  delays  at  toll 
collection  points  and  act  as  a  source 
of  traffic  flow  information. 

•  Field  evaluate  fully  integrated, 
metro  wide,  real  time  traffic 
management  systems  which  use  new 
technology  and/or  institutional 
approaches. 

Advanced  Traveler  Information  Systems 
(ATIS) 

•  Develop  operational  field  tests  of 
real-time  driver  information  and 
guidance  systems  which  provide  traffic 
and  traveler  information  to  private  and 
commercial  vehicles. 

•  Develop  the  capability  of 
transmitting  roadside  signing 
information  to  properly  equipped  private 
and  commercial  vehicles  for  the  on¬ 
board  display  of  signs. 

•  Develop  two-way  commimications 
between  the  vehicle  and  the  roadside  to 
enable  exchanging  traffic  and  travel 
data  and  to  permit  emergency/safety 
alerts,  with  location,  to  be  transmitted 
by  the  traveler. 

Commercial  Vehicle  Operations  (CVO) 

•  Develop  an  electronic  permitting 
and  reporting  system  for  use  by  motor 


carriers  and  State  regulatory  and 
licensing  agencies. 

•  Develop  an  electronic  system  for 
automatically  checking  motor  carriers 
and  clearing  those  vehicles  with  proper 
credentials. 

•  Develop  a  system  which  monitors 
and,  if  necessary,  reports  on  the  status 
of  critical  driver  and  vehicle  safety 
features  while  the  motor  carrier  is 
travelling. 

•  Develop  operational  demonstrations 
of  technologies  that  would  monitor  and 
report  on  the  identity  and/or  condition 
of  especially  sensitive  cargo. 

Advanced  Vehicle  Control  Systems 
(AVCS) 

•  Develop  vehicle-based  systems  for 
detecting  objects  and  warning  drivers  of 
potentially  dangerous  conditions. 

•  Develop  systems  such  as  automated 
braking,  speed  control  and  steering 
which  assist  the  driver  in  responding  to 
potential  accident  situations. 

•  Develop  systems  to  allow  vehicles 
in  platoons  to  automatically  follow  each 
other  at  high  speeds  and  close  spacing, 
increasing  the  capacity  and  safety  of 
existing  roadway  lanes. 

•  Develop  technologies  to  completely 
automate  driving  functions  for  vehicles 
operating  on  specially-equipped 
highway  systems. 

Advanced  Public  Transportation 
Systems  (APTS) 

•  Increase  the  utilization  of  public 
transportation  by  presenting  potential 
users,  especially  commuters  who 
normally  drive  alone,  with  audio  and 
visual  i^ormation  on  the  range  of 
transit  options  to  consider  in  making  the 
mode  choice  decision. 

•  Use  vehicle  location  and 
communications  technologies  to 
monitor,  control  and  manage  public 
transportation  services  in  order  to 
provide  the  most  effective  and  efficient 
public  transportation  systems. 

•  Make  public  transportation  travel 
easier  and  more  convenient  by 
providing  audio  and  visual  information 
on  transportation  service  schedules, 
routes  and  options  for  those  who  have 
selected  a  public  transportation  mode. 
Simplify  fare  payment  by  use  of 
electronic  media  and  integrated  fare 
media  for  all  transportation  modes. 

•  Encourage  travelers  to  shift  to  high 
occupancy  vehicles  by  providing  a 
faster  and  more  relaxed  trip  through  the 
granting  of  preferential  treatment  or 
access  to  facilities  reserved  for  vehicles 
carrying  a  pre-set  minimum  number  of 
passengers. 

•  Expand  the  use  of  ridesharing  by 
making  more  convenient  and  timely 
information  available  on  ride  matching. 


II.  Project  Management  and  Proposed 
Partnership 

The  proposed  IVHS  Operational  Test 
plan  shall: 

1.  Provide  an  overall  level  of 
confidence  that  the  test  will  be 
successfully  completed. 

2.  Demonstrate  an  acceptable  level  of 
commitment,  management  capability 
and  business  reliability  of  the  partners 
and  strong  state  and  local  support  for 
the  project  when  they  are  major 
partners. 

3.  Demonstrate  that  there  is  a  state 
and  local  commitment  to  a  national 
technology  sharing  effort  and  a 
willingness  to  dedicate  the  time  and 
effort  required  to  share  the  technical 
€uid  institutional  results  of  the  test  with 
others. 

4.  Clearly  define  the  roles  and 
responsibilities  of  the  principle  partners 
and  demonstrate  they  have  the  ability  to 
perform  their  assigned  responsibilities. 
For  large  or  complex  tests,  an 
experienced  systems  manager  to  support 
the  project  is  desirable. 

5.  Piovide  sufficient  background  to 
validate  the  accuracy  of  the  cost  and 
schedule  estimates  for  the  operational 
test 

6.  Minimize  any  potential  negative 
effects  of  the  test  and  demonstrate  an 
awareness  and  approach  for  dealing 
with  complicating  technical  or 
institutional  factors  which  might 
adversely  affect  the  test.  Innovative  or 
challenging  ways  for  dealing  with  these 
factors  will  be  of  particular  interest. 

7.  Identify  the  proposed  agreements 
for  sharing  of  technology  developed 
under  this  operational  test. 

8.  Identify  long  range  plans  for  full 
scale  deployment  of  the  technologies 
when  the  operational  test  has  been 
completed. 

III.  Suitability  of  the  Test  Site,  Vehicle 
Fleet  and  Infrastructure 

The  proposed  Operational  Test  shall: 

1.  Demonstrate  that  the  operational 
'  test  is  part  of  a  continuing,  ongoing 

transportation  management  program  or 
that  there  is  a  good  opportunity  for  the 
operational  test  to  evolve  into  an 
operational  system  after  the  testing  is 
completed. 

2.  Demonstrate  that  the  size  and 
characteristics  of  the  test/site  are 
adequate  for  meaningful  evaluation  of 
the  proposed  system  and/or  technology 
and  that  the  test/site  has  the 
operational  or  environmental 
characteristics  to  challenge  the 
operation,  reliability  and  durability  of 
the  product/prototype  being  evaluated. 
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3.  Assure  that  local  public 
transportation  services  are  in  place  as 
necessary  to  assure  a  valid  market  test 
of  the  operational  test  technology  and 
that  the  local  public  transportation 
providers  are  interested  in  the  adoption 
of  new  technologies. 

4.  Provide  the  opportunity  to  evaluate 
the  safety  benefits  of  systems  and/or 
operations  where  such  issues  are 
important  considerations, 

5.  Maintain  adequate  records  with 
regard  to  operation,  maintenance,  etc.  of 
the  device/system  being  tested. 

rv.  Federal  Role 

The  proposed  Operational  Test  shall: 

1.  Assure  that  the  Federal  government 
role  in  the  operational  test  is  consistent 
with  the  Department's  statutory  role  and 
responsibilities. 

2.  Assure  Federal  participation  in  the 
design  and  conduct  of  the  project 
evaluation  to  ensure  that  the  project  is 
independently  evaluated  on  a  national 
program  scale. 

3.  Assure  that  the  proposed  Federal 
share  in  the  operational  test  is 
consistent  with  agency  policy  and 
appropriate  to  the  type  and  scope  of  the 
test  as  described  below.  If  a  large 
Federal  share  is  proposed,  the  test  shall 
have  public  beneHts  and/or  issues  to  be 
examined  consistent  with  the  level  of 
Federal  funding. 

•  The  share  of  Federal  IVHS  funds  for 
public/private  joint  venture  operational 
tests  shall  generally  not  exce^  50%  of 
the  total  project  cost.  Regular  Federal- 
aid  highway  funds  and  FTA  (UMTA) 
Section  9  formula  funds  may  also  be 
used,  where  eligible,  and  can  be 
considered  part  of  a  State  or  local 
contribution  to  the  test 

•  Tests  of  technology  near  market- 
readiness  usually  are  funded  largely  by 
the  private  sector. 

4.  Demonstrate  that  Federal  IVHS 
funds  are  not  being  used  when  regular 
Federal-aid,  State,  or  private  funds  can 
and  should  be  used  or  where  the 
primary  benefit  of  the  operational  test  is 
in  areas  of  private  sector  responsibility. 

5.  Assure  that  Federal  participation  in 
the  proposed  test  is  an  appropriate  use 
of  the  Federal  government's  resources. 

Date:  February  10, 1992. 

Reply  to  Attnt.  of:  HEP-12. 

Subject:  Action:  Urban  Area  Boundaries  and 
Highway  Functional  Classification. 

From:  Associate  Administrator  for  Program 
Development. 

To:  Regional  Federal  Highway 

Administrators  Federal  Lands  Highway 
Program  Administrator. 

Our  October  7, 1991,  memorandum 
provided  preliminary  guidance  on  the  above 
subject  and  requested  that  the  States  and 
metropolitan  planning  organizations  (MPOs) 


begin  to  develop  plans  for  updating  the 
existing  functional  classification  in 
anticipation  of  legislation  requiring  a 
functional  reclassification  study.  With 
enactment  of  the  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA)  of 
1991  on  December  18, 1991,  the  States  and 
MPOs  should  now  take  appropriate  steps  to 
adjust  the  Census-designated  urban  area 
boundaries,  if  necessary,  and  complete  the 
functional  reclassification  of  all  public  roads 
and  streets.  The  purpose  of  this  memorandum 
is  to  provide  final  instructions  for  completing 
these  efforts.  Instructions  for  proposing 
routes  for  the  National  Highway  System 
(NHS)  will  be  transmitted  at  a  later  date. 

Specific  instructions  and  schedules  for 
adjusting  the  Census-designated  urban  area 
boundaries  and  completing  the  functional 
reclassification  are  contained  in  Attachments 
1  and  2;  however,  several  points  regarding 
these  activities  are  summarized  below. 

Urban  Area  Boundaries 

1.  Section  101(a]  of  title  23  U.S.C.  defines 
urban  areas  as  urban  places  of  5,000  or  more 
population  and  urbanized  areas  as 
designated  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Census.  This 
section  also  allows  the  States,  in  cooperation 
with  local  officials,  to  expand  the  urban  area 
boundaries;  subject  to  approval  by  the 
Secretary.  Prior  to  enactment  of  the  ISTEA, 
the  locations  of  urban  area  boundaries  had  a 
number  of  significant  program  implications. 
Specifically,  the  urban  area  boundaries  (1) 
defined  the  eligibility  of  routes  for  the  use  of 
urban  system  and  secondary  system  funds, 

(2)  deBned  the  application  of  urban 
transportation  planning  requirements  under 
23  U.S.C.  134,  and  (3)  defined  the  urban  and 
nnal  limits  for  adn^istering  23  U.S.C.  131 — 
Control  of  outdoor  advertising.  Although  the 
ISTEA  has  resulted  in  some  major  changes  in 
the  Federal-aid  highway  program,  the 
locations  of  urban  area  boundaries  continues 
to  have  signiBcant  program  implications. 
Therefore,  an  urban  area  boundary  as 
defined  under  23  U.S.C.  101(a0  is  required  for 
each  urban  area. 

2.  For  capital  spending,  urban  area 
boundaries  continue  to  determine  the  limits 
for  urban  system  and  secondary  system 
funds  until  unobligated  balances  are 
exhausted.  In  addition,  the  ISTEA  requires 
that  a  portion  of  Surface  Transportation 
Program  (STP)  funds  (including  any  additions 
from  Donor  State  Bonus  funds)  and  any 
minimum  allocation  funds  be  expended  in 
areas  of  the  State  outside  of  urbanized  areas 
with  an  urbanized  population  of  over  200,000 
and  that  a  portion  (110  percent  of  the  amount 
of  funds  apportioned  to  the  States  for  the 
secondary  system  for  FY 1991)  be  expended 
outside  of  urban  areas  with  a  population 
greater  than  5,000.  Therefore,  the  urban  area 
boundaries  for  urbanized  areas  with  a 
population  greater  than  200,000  will  defme 
the  limits  of  eligibility  for  funds  that  must  be 
expended  outside  of  such  areas,  and  urban 
area  boundaries  for  all  urban  and  urbanized 
areas  will  define  the  limits  of  eligibility  for 
funds  that  must  be  expended  outside  of  urban 
areas  with  a  population  greater  than  5,000. 
Although  a  portion  of  the  STP  funds  are  also 
allocated  to  urbanized  areas  with  a 
population  of  over  200,000,  the  urban  area 


boundaries  for  these  area  are  not  controlling 
for  these  funds  since  they  may  be  used 
anywhere  within  the  metropolitan  area 
boundary  required  by  Section  1024  of  the 
ISTEA. 

3.  The  urban  area  boundaries  are  also 
important  in  deBning  the  eligibility  of  speciBc 
routes  for  the  use  of  STP  funds.  Section  1007 
of  the  ISTEA  speciBes  that  projects  may  not 
be  undertaken  on  roads  functionally 
classiBed  as  local  or  rural  minor  collectors. 
Because  the  minor  collector  category  only 
applies  to  rural  areas,  the  urban  area 
boundary  defines  the  eligibility  of  speciBc 
routes  for  the  use  of  STP  funds. 

4.  The  ISTEA  did  not  change  the  program 
implications  associated  with  the  urban  area 
boundaries  for  administering  23  U.S.C.  131 — 
Control  of  outdoor  advertising.  Urban  and 
rural  limits  for  administering  23  U.S.C.  131 
will  continue  to  be  based  on  urban  area 
boundaries  established  under  23  U.S.C. 

101(a). 

5.  Action  1024  of  the  ISTEA  establishes  a 
new  requirement  for  metropolitan  area 
boundaries  for  purposes  of  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  23  U.S.C.  134  in  urbanized 
areas.  The  metropolitan  areas  boundaries 
must  cover  at  least  the  existing  urbanized 
area  and  the  contiguous  area  expected  to 
become  urbanized  within  the  20-year  forecast 
period  and  may  encompass  the  entire 
metropolitan  statistical  area  or  consolidated 
metropolitan  statistical  area.  This  section 
further  speciBes  that  for  areas  designated  as 
non-attaiiunent  areas  for  ozone  or  carbon 
monoxide  under  the  Clean  Air  Act,  the 
boundaries  of  the  metropolitan  area  shall  at 
least  include  the  boundaries  of  the 
nonattainment  area  (except  as  otherwise 
provided  by  agreement  between  the  MPO 
and  the  Governor).  The  metropolitan  area 
boundaries  requii^  by  section  1024  of  the 
ISTEA  are  not  intend^  to  serve  as  the 
urbanized  area  boundaries  defined  by  23 
U.S.C.  101(a).  Separate  guidance  for 
establishing  the  metrop^itan  area 
boundaries  will  be  provided  at  a  later  date. 

6.  In  addition  to  the  program  requirements 
discussed  in  the  above  numbered  paragraphs, 
urban  area  boundaries  deBned  under  23 
U.S.C.  101(a)  are  used  for  statistical  reporting, 
including  ffie  Highway  Performance 
Monitoring  System,  needed  to  support 
national  studies,  such  as  the  report  on  “The 
Status  of  the  Nation’s  Highways  and  Bridges: 
Conditions  and  Performance"  and  highway 
safety  studies  required  by  the  Congress. 

7.  Tbe  language  contained  in  23  U.S.C. 
101(a)  is  clearly  permissive.  The  States  and 
MPOs  are  not  required  to  adjust  the  Census- 
designated  boundaries  but  are  allowed  to  do 
so  to  meet  Federal-aid  highway  program 
requirements  consistent  with  State  and  local 
planning.  The  division  offices  should  discuss 
the  program  implications  of  urban  area 
boundaries  with  the  States  before  they 
initiate  work  to  adjust  the  Census-designated 
boundaries. 

8.  Adjustments  to  the  Census-designated 
boundaries,  where  appropriate,  is  a 
necessary  Brst  step  in  the  process  of 
completing  a  functional  redassiBcation  of 
public  roads  and  streets  and  then  proposing 
routes  for  the  NHS.  To  meet  the  December  18, 
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1983,  date  eatablished  by  the  ISTEA  for 
submittins  the  proposed  NHS  to  the 
Congress,  the  States  and  MPOs  must  adhere 
to  the  schedule  established  in  the 
attachments  to  the  memorandum  for 
completing  this  activity. 

Functional  Classification 

1.  The  ISTEA  requires  the  Secretary  to 
approve  the  functional  classification  of  public 
roads  and  streets  and  submit  a  report  to  the 
Congress  by  September  30. 1993.  Because  the 
results  of  the  functional  classification  will  be 
used  by  the  States  and  MPOs  to  identify 
proposed  routes  for  the  NHS,  this  effort  must 
be  completed  well  in  advance  of  the  ' 
September  3, 1983,  deadline.  Accordingly,  we 
have  established  a  deadline  for  Decembiw  31, 
1992,  for  submission  of  the  functional 
classification  results  to  FHWA  for  approval 
This  will  allow  sufficient  time  for  any  further 
adjustments  and  coordination  that  may  be 
required  prior  to  approval  and  give  the 
Planning  and  Programming  Branch  adequate 
time  to  update  geographic  information  system 
(CIS)  files  for  mapping  the  NHS  and  to 
prepare  a  report  to  submit  to  the  Congress. 

2.  Althou^  the  results  of  the  functitmal 
classification  will  be  used  for  administering 
the  Federal-aid  highway  program  and  for 
assessing  the  extent,  conditions,  and 
performance  of  the  highway  system, 
functional  classification  can  be  equally  useful 
to  the  States  as  a  planning  tool  for  ne^s 
assessments,  to  establish  jurisdictional 
responsibility  and  design  criteria  and  for 
other  planning  activities.  The  functional 
reclassification  should  be  conducted  with 
these  multiple  purposes  in  mind. 

3.  We  will  not  establish  firm  limits  or 
controls  of  the  percentages  of  roads  for  each 
functional  classification  level;  however,  we 
do  expect  the  divisioiu  and  regions  to  work 
closely  with  the  States  and  MPOs  to  ensure 
that  established  principles  are  followed  and 
the  recommended  percentages  contained  in 
the  functional  classification  manual  are 
adhered  to  as  much  as  possible.  The  staff 
paper  provided  with  our  October  7 
memorandum  is  intended  to  assist  the 
divisions  and  regions  in  woricing  with  the 
States  and  MPOs  to  achieve  national 
consistency  in  the  functional  reclassification. 
The  divisions  are  requested  to  consult  with 
the  regions  and  the  Planning  and 
Programming  Branch  is  the  principal  arterial 
mileage  in  rural  or  urban  areas  exceeds  the 
percentages  established  in  the  guidelines. 

4.  Responses  to  the  October  7 
memorandum  were  mixed  with  regard  to  the 
need  for  functional  classification  woikshops. 
We  have  decided,  therefore,  to  leave  the 
decision  on  whether  a  workshop  should  be 
scheduled  to  your  discretion.  Plaiming  and 
Programming  Branch  staff  members  are 
prepared  to  present  a  workshop  in  each 
region  (or  multiple  regions)  on  request.  If 
woikshops  are  held,  the  NffOs  must  also  be 
included.  Requests  for  workshops  and 
technical  assistance  should  be  Erected  to  Mr. 
Robert  Gorman  on  (FTS)  366-5001. 

5.  The  report  Hi^way  Functional 
Classification— Concepts,  Criteria  and 
Procediues,  revised  in  I960,  provides  detailed 
instructions  for  conducting  tlie  functioiM) 
classification.  Copies  are  being  sent  under 


separate  cover  to  each  division.  An 
addendum  (Attachment  3)  will  be  included 
with  the  report  to  provide  guidance  for 
handling  proposed  or  future  routes  and  routes 
crossing  an  urban  boimdary. 

6.  Particular  attention  must  be  given  to 
coordination  at  State  lines  and  between 
regions.  We  expect  the  regional  offices  to 
ensure  that  coordination  is  accomplished 
before  the  functional  reclassification  results 
are  submitted  to  Headquarters. 

7.  It  will  be  necessary  for  the  MPOs  to  fully 
participate  in  the  functional  classification 
effort.  The  States  should  take  the  lead  in 
involving  the  MPOs  at  the  earliest  stages  of 
the  work  and  should  be  requested  to  provide 
a  statement  that  the  functional  classification 
has  been  completed  in  coop>eration  with  the 
MPOs  in  their  transmittals  to  the  divisions. 

8.  We  will  be  asking  for  selected  route 
specific  data  for  rural  and  urban  principal 
arterials  to  be  submitted  with  the  functional 
classification  maps  discussed  in  Attachment 
2.  We  are  still  working  on  the  format  and 
requirements;  therefore,  this  information  will 
be  transmitted  under  separate  cover. 

A  preliminary  schedule  (Attachment  4) 
shoving  key  steps  in  completing  the 
designation  of  uilran  area  boundaries, 
conducting  the  functional  classification  and 
developing  the  proposed  NHS  is  attached  for 
your  iiiformation.  llie  dates  established  for 
submitting  the  urban  area  boundaries  and 
functional  classification  maps  are  consistent 
with  this  schedule. 

We  will  use  a  GIS  to  develop  necessary 
maps  and  related  summaries  for  the  reports 
to  Congress  on  the  functional  reclassification 
and  the  proposed  NHS.  A  significant  amount 
of  work  is  required,  both  in-house  and  by 
contract  to  develop  this  capability;  therefore, 
strict  adherence  to  the  dea^ines  established 
by  this  memorandum  are  critical.  Because  the 
new  functional  classification  maps  may  not 
be  available  for  a  year  or  more,  we  want  to 
use  existing  infonnation  to  the  greatest  extent 
possible  to  develop  the  GIS  base  networic. 
Accordingly,  we  are  requesting  that  the 
division  offices  submit  maps  depicting  the 
existing  principal  arterials  in  urbaniz^  areas 
to  the  Planning  and  Programming  Branch 
(HEP-12)  for  the  States  identified  in 
Attachment  5.  Using  the  results  of  the 
existing  functional  dassification,  we  can 
develop  the  GIS  base  network  and  then  make 
appropriate  changes  to  reflect  the  results  of 
the  new  functional  classification. 

We  request  that  urban  area  boundaries  and 
functional  dassification  maps  be  submitted 
to  the  Planning  and  Programming  Brandi  as 
they  are  approved.  This  will  allow  us  to 
pro(»ed  with  necessary  changes  to  the  GIS 
base  network  as  quickly  as  possible.  In 
addition  to  the  submittal  of  maps  depicting 
the  urban  area  boundaries  and  the  functional 
dassification  results,  it  would  be  extremely 
benefidal  to  the  GIS  effort  to  also  receive 
this  documentation  on  microcomputer 
diskettes  or  nine-track  tapes  in  a  ASCII, 
ARC/INFO  or  AutoCAD  format  if  available. 

The  instructions  in  this  memorandum  are 
also  applicable  to  the  territories. 

Tefdinical  questions  regarding  urban  area 
.  boundaries  sl^ld  be  dirked  to  Mr.  Frank 
Qaik  on  (FTS)  366-6006;  tedinical  questions 
regarding  fimctkmal  dassification  should  be 


direded  to  Mr.  Gorman  on  (FTS)  366-5001. 
Policy  questions  should  be  directed  to  Mr. 

Tom  Weeks  on  (FTS)  366-5002  or  Mr.  Dick 
Torbik  on  (FTS)  366-0233. 

Anthony  R.  Kane. 

5  Attachments 

Attadimant  1 — Urban  Aiaa  Boundaiieo 

Section  101(a)  of  title  23  defines  urban 
areas  as  urban  places  of  5,000  or  more 
population  and  urbanized  areas  as 
designated  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Census.  This 
section  also  allows  the  States  and  local 
offidals  to  adjust  the  Census-designated 
urban  area  boundaries,  subject  to  approval 
by  the  Secretary.  The  requirements  of  FHPM 
4-6-3  (reissued  without  change  in  the  new 
Policy  Guide)  continue  to  apply  for 
establishing  urban  area  boundaries  to 
conform  to  the  1990  Census  except  as 
modified  below. 

Schedule  and  Maps 

The  States  should  submit  the  urban  area 
boundaries  for  urbanized  and  small  urban 
areas  to  FHWA  by  June  30, 1992.  All 
necessary  coordination  and  adjustments 
should  be  made  to  enable  approval  by 
division  offices  by  August  31, 1992. 

Maps  identifying  the  approved  boundaries 
should  be  sent  to  the  Plaiming  and 
Programming  Branch  (HEP-12)  as  soon  as 
possible  after  each  approval  to  facilitate  the 
preparation  of  a  GIS  data  base.  Each  map 
should  show  the  1990  Census-designated 
boundary  and  the  urban  area  boundary  as 
defined  by  23  U.S.C.  101(a).  The  map  scale  for 
urbanized  areas  should  be  no  greater  than 
1:100,00.  In  addition  to  the  maps  submitted 
for  the  urban  area  boundaries  (and  functional 
classification  results),  it  would  be  extremely 
beneficial  to  the  GIS  effort  to  also  receive 
this  documentation  on  microcomputer 
diskettes  or  nine-tract  tapes  in  a  ASCII, 
ARC/INFO  or  AutoCAD  format,  if  available. 

Where  the  urban  area  boundary  is  the 
same  as  the  1990  Census-designated 
boundary,  a  map  does  not  ne^  to  be 
submitted  to  HI^12  until  the  functional 
classification  results  arc  submitted.  A  list  of 
such  areas  should  be  provided  to  HEP-12  as 
soon  as  possible  so  that  the  boundary  details 
can  be  obtained  bom  Census  Tiger  files  for 
developing  the  GIS  base.  It  is  important  that 
the  conventirms  established  in  Attachment  2 
be  followed  for  identifying  the  urban  area 
boundaries.  Hiysical  features  (e.gM  streets, 
rivers,  etc.,)  making  up  the  boun^ries  should 
be  clearly  labeled. 

Census  Boundaries 

1990  Census  urbanized  area  boundaries  are 
shown  in  detail  on  large  scale  maps  sent  by 
the  Bureau  of  the  Census  directly  to  each 
division  office  beginning  in  December  1991. 

1990  Census  urban  place  boundaries 
(nonurbanized  areas)  are  shown  on  Census 
maps  available  at  the  data  centers  that  have 
been  established  in  each  State. 

Urbanized  Area  Boundaries  and 
Metropolitan  Area  Boundaries 

The  urbanized  area  boundaries  defined  by 
23  U.S.C.  101(a)  should  not  be  confused  with 
the  metropolitan  area  boundaries  required  by 
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Section  1024  of  the  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991.  The 
metropolitan  area  boundaries  must  cover  at 
least  the  existing  urbanized  area  and  the 
contiguous  area  expected  to  become 
urbanized  within  the  20-year  forecast  period. 

Although  the  metropolitan  area  boundary 
is  needed  for  the  urban  planning  process  and 
expands  the  area  eligible  for  certain  Federal- 
aid  funds,  it  does  not  meet  the  definition  for 
urban  boundaries  established  by  23  U.S.C. 

101. 

Criteria  for  Census  Urbanized  Area 
Boundaries 

The  States  and  MPOs  should  note  that 
Census  boundaries  have  been  drawn  more 
tightly  for  1990  to  emphasize  urbanized 
population  and  housing.  They  no  longer 
automatically  include  adjacent  large 
concentrations  of  nonresidential  land  use 
such  as  industr’ol  parks,  office  complexes, 
major  airports.  There  is  also  less 
incorporation  of  nearby  urban  places  and 
closing  or  smoothing  of  boundary 
indentations.  Unusually  narrow  corridors  and 
small  areas  occur  outside  the  main  Census 
urbanized  area  because  they  are  part  or 
urbanized  incorporated  places.  State  and 
local  officials  are  under  no  obligation  to 
include  any  of  the  intervening  nonurbanized 
area  within  the  urban  area  boundary. 

Combined  Areas 

Urbanized  areas  and  urban  places  in  close 
proximity  may  continue  to  be  included  within 
a  common  urban  area  boundary  upon 
agreement  of  State  and  appropriate  local 
officials.  However,  separate  boundaries  for 
urbanized  areas  over  200,000  population 
should  be  shown  and  must  not  encroach  upon 
the  Census  designated  limits  of  another 
urbanized  area. 

Identification  of  Boundaries 

Where  an  urban  area  boundary  coincides 
with  or  is  close  to  a  road  or  street,  care 
should  be  take  to  clearly  show  whether  the 
road  or  street  is  within  or  outside  the  urban 
area. 

Attachment  2 — Functional  Reclassification 

Section  1006  of  the  ISTEA  specifies  that 
each  State  (including  the  Territories) 
functionally  reclassify  the  roads  and  streets 
in  the  State  in  accordance  with  guidelines 
and  a  time  schedule  established  by  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation.  Section  1006 
further  specifies  that  the  Secretary  shall 


approve  the  functional  reclassification  and 
submit  a  report  to  the  Congress  not  later  than 
September  30, 1993.  The  guidance  contained 
in  the  Federal  Highway  Administration 
(FHWA)  manual.  Highway  Functional 
Classification — Concepts,  Criteria  and 
Procedures,  March  1989,  as  modified  by 
Attachment  3,  will  be  used  for  conducting  the 
functional  reclassification. 

Schedule 

Tlie  State  should  submit  maps  depicting  the 
functional  classification  results  with  tables 
summarizing  mileage  and  VMT  by  functional 
system  to  the  FHWA  division  offices  for 
review  and  approval  by  December  31, 1992. 
Division  offices  should  complete  their  review 
and  approval  by  March  31, 1993. 

Workshops 

Workshops  will  be  held  in  each  region,  on 
request,  from  February  to  June  1992.  Please 
contact  Mr.  Robert  Gorman  (FTS)  366-5001  to 
schedule  a  workshop.  The  6-hour  workshop 
will  include  discussions  of  both  urban  area 
boundaries  and  functional  classihcation. 

To  assist  HEP-12  in  preparing  for  the 
workshops,  the  regions  and  divisions  are 
requested  to  submit  speciflc  questions  or 
issues  that  have  been  raised  to  date  on  urban 
area  boundaries  and  functional  classihcation 
in  advance  of  the  workshops. 

Approvals 

The  division  offices  should  review  the 
States'  submittals  and  ensure  that  total 
mileage  and  VMT  for  each  functional 
classification  is  within  the  recommended 
ranges  listed  in  the  manual.  Highway 
Functional  Classification  Concepts,  Criteria 
and  Procedures.  If  a  State  exceeds  these 
ranges  there  should  be  sound  justihcation  for 
doing  so.  The  divisions  are  requested  to 
consult  with  the  regions  and  HEP-12  if  the 
principal  arterial  mileage  in  rural  or  urban 
areas  exceeds  the  percentages  established  in 
the  guidelines,  it  is  also  important  that  the 
States  coordinate  with  adjacent  States  to 
ensure  that  there  is  continuity  State  lines  for 
all  arterial  routes. 

The  metropolitan  planning  organizations 
(MPOs)  must  be  fully  involved  in  the 
functional  classification  effort.  The  States 
should  initiate  coordination  with  the  MPOs 
and  then  work  closely  with  the  MPOs  during 
the  functional  reclassification  to  ensure 
continuity  at  the  urban  boundaries  and  to 
provide  assistance  as  needed.  Each  State 


should  provide  a  statement  with  its 
submission  to  the  division  offices  that  the 
MPOs  have  been  fully  involved  in  the 
functional  reclassification. 

Maps 

The  States  should  submit  two  maps 
depicting  the  functional  classihcation  results. 
The  maps  should  be  at  an  appropriate  scale 
and  clarity  so  that  route  numbers  and  other 
significant  geographical  details  can  be  easily 
identihed.  One  map  should  include  all 
functional  classes  above  local  and  should  be 
retained  in  the  division  office  as  a  permanent 
record.  The  other  map  should  identify  all 
arterial  highways  and  urban  area  boundaries. 
Two  copies  of  the  second  map  should  be  sent 
to  HEP-12  once  the  functional  reclassification 
is  completed  and  approved,  but  not  later  than 
March  31, 1993. 

Division  offices  may  specify  how  many 
maps  (and  at  what  scale)  are  necessary  to 
depict  the  entire  functional  classification.  For 
the  maps  that  are  sent  to  HEP-12,  a  separate 
map  for  each  urbanized  area  (at  a  scale  of 
1:100,000)  and  any  small  urban  area  (if 
necessary)  and  a  statewide  map  depicting  the 
rural  routes  are  requested. 

The  following  conventions  should  be 
adhered  to: 

1.  Census-designated  boundaries — 
black  solid  line 

2.  Urban  area  boundaries  (if  different 
from  the  Census-designated  boundary — 
black  dashed  line 

3.  Interstate  highways — ^Blue  solid  line 

4.  Other  Freeways  and  expressways — 
Brown  solid  line 

5.  Other  principal  arterials — ^Red  solid 
line 

6.  Minor  arterials — Green  solid  line 

7.  Major  collectors — Purple  solid  line 

8.  Minor  collectors — Yellow  solid  line 
(All  future  routes  classified  should  be 
depicted  with  the  appropriate  color  but 
should  be  shown  as  dashed  lines.) 

Table  of  mileage  and  VMT 

A  table  summarizing  the  mileage  and 
cumulative  VMT  for  each  functional 
classification  should  be  provided  for  each 
urbanized  area,  for  all  urban  roads,  and  for 
all  rural  roads  within  the  State.  A 
recommended  format  is  attached. 
nUJMG  CODE  4910-22-M 
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FUNCTIONAL  CLASSIFICATION  RESULTS 
Mileage  and  VNT 


Total  Inter- 
Rural  state 


Miles 


VMT 


Other  Minor 
Princi  Arte- 
pal  rials 
Arte- 
rials 


Major  Minor  Local  Total 
Col-  Col- 
lec-  lec¬ 
tors  tors 


Total 
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Other 

Other 

Minor 

Col¬ 

Urban 

state 

Free¬ 
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Arte- 

lec¬ 

ways  & 

pal 

rials 

tors 

Ex¬ 

Arte- 

press¬ 

ways 

rials 

Local  Total 


Miles 


VMT 


UZA  1 


Miles 


VMT 


UZA  2 


Miles 


VMT 


UZA  3 


Miles 


VMT 


UZA  4 


Miles 


VMT 


UZA  5 


Miles 


VMT 


ETC. 


ETC. 


NOTE:  UZA  =  URBANIZED  AREA.  Identify  UZA  by  name. 
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Attachment  3 — Addendum 

Highway  Functional  Classification — 
Concepts.  Criteria  and  Procedures 
This  addendum  supplements  the  manual. 
Highway  Functional  Classification — 
Concepts,  Criteria  and  Procedures,  March 
1989  to  provide  more  flexibility  for  classifying 
routes  that  cross  urban  boundaries  and  to 
provide  specific  criteria  for  including  future 
or  proposed  routes. 

Routes  Crossing  Urban/Rural  Boundaries 
The  manual  provides  for  rural  routes  (other 
than  principal  arterials)  to  be  upgraded  to  a 
higher  classification  level  when  they  cross  an 
urban  boundary.  Although  the  principle  is 
sound,  rigid  application  has  presented 
difficulties  for  some  States.  Accordingly,  this 
addendum  to  the  guidelines  is  intended  to 


provide  greater  flexibility  for  deciding  on  an 
appropriate  place  for  dianging  the  furctional 
classification  when  rural  routes  cross  an 
urban  boundary,  taking  into  account  changes 
in  tragic  conditions,  the  degree  of  urban 
development  and  other  factors.  Instead  of 
automatically  upgrading  the  functional 
classification  of  a  rural  route  that  crosses  an 
urban  boundary,  the  rural  cleissification  may 
be  continued  inside  the  urban  boundary  untd 
there  is  a  more  logical  and  acceptable  place 
for  a  change. 

Future  Routes 

The  manual  discusses  procedures  for 
conducting  a  functional  dassification  based 
on  projected  facilities  and  usage  for  some 
“future  year”;  however,  the  manual  does  not 
provide  criteria  for  including  future  or 
proposed  routes  into  a  functional 


classification  of  existing  facilities.  Because 
the  functional  classification  will  support  the 
designation  of  the  National  Highway  System 
whi^  is  expected  to  include  some  foture 
routes,  this  addendum  established  criteria  for 
determining  which  future  nnites  should  be 
included  in  the  functional  dassification  of 
existing  routes.  Future  routes  should  be 
functionally  dassified  iwth  the  existing 
system  if  they  are  included  in  an  approved 
short  range  improvmnent  program  and  there 
is  a  good  probaldity  that  the  route  will  be 
under  construction  in  the  reasonably  near 
future  (up  to  6  years).  Where  applicable,  the 
same  classification  should  be  given  to  the 
future  route  and  to  the  existmg  route  that  it 
will  replace  until  the  future  route  is 
constructed. 

WLUNG  CODE  4S10-2a-M 
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SCHEDULE 


ATTACHMENT  4 


Urban  Area  Boundaries 

1.  Prepare  and  transmit 
instructions  to  field. 

2.  States  and  MPOs  adjust 
Census-designated  boundaries , 
if  necessary.  Submit  for 
approval . 

3.  Adjust  &  approve.  Field 
submit  to  Headquarters. 

4.  Update  boundaries  for 
CIS  (ORNL). 


Functional  Classification 

1.  Prepare  &  transmit 
instructions  to  field. 

Discuss  with  AASHTO 
and  NARC. 

2.  Conduct  workshops, 
provide  T/A  on  request. 

3.  States  6  MPOs  complete 
functional  reclassification. 
Submit  for  approval. 

4.  Review,  adjust  &  approve. 
Field  submit  to  headquarters. 

5.  Revise  functional 
classification  for 
CIS  (ORNL). 

6.  Prepare  and  submit  report 
to  Congress. 


National  Highway  System 

1.  Prepare  &  transmit 
instructions  to  field. 

2.  Coordinate  with 
AASHTO  &  NARC. 

3.  Finalize  STRAHNET 
and  major  connectors. 

4.  States  and  MPOs  develop 
proposed  NHS.  Submit  maps 
and  descriptions  to  FHWA. 

5.  Adjust  &  coordinate. 

6.  Identify  NHS  on  CIS. 

7.  Prepare,  coordinate, 
and  submit  report 

to  Congress. 
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Attachment  5— Mapa  Dapkthig  th«  Eirf«*ing 
Urban  Principal  Artariala 
Maps  depicting  the  existing  principal 
arterials  in  urbanized  areas  are 
requested  for  the  States  identified 
below.  This  information  is  needed  to 
facilitate  the  development  of  the 
geographical  information  system  data 
base  that  will  be  used  to  support  the 
development  of  a  proposed  National 
Highway  System. 

Region  1 
Maine 

New  Hampshire 
New  Jersey 
Vermont 

Region  3 

Maryland 
Virginia 
West  Virginia 

Region  4 
Mississippi 
North  Choline 
Tennessee 

Region  5 
Indiana 
Michigan 
Ohio 

Wisconsin 
Region  8 
New  Mexico 
Oklahoma 

Region  7 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Missouri 

Region  8 
Colorado 
South  Dakota 
Utah 

Region  9 
Hawaii 
Region  10 
Oregon 
Washington 

Date:  February  10, 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HRW-10. 

Subject:  Action:  Acquisition  of  Rights-of-Way 
Changes  In  the  Intermodal  Si^ace 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991 
nSTEA). 

From:  Asso^te  Administrator  for  Program 
Develofanent. 

To:  Regional  Federal  Highway 

A^inistrators  Federal  Lands  Highway 
Program  Administrator. 

The  ISTEA  contains  provisions  whidi 
expand  the  time  period  within  which 
constructkm  must  be  commenced  cm  rights- 
of-way  acquired  with  Federal  funds  and 
requirements  for  eligibility  where  right-of- 
way  acquisition  is  undertaken  in  advance  of 
Federal  approval  or  authorization.  The 
following  iMormation  is  provided  for  your 
interim  use  in  ensuring  ^at  diese  provisions 
are  implemented  as  mandated  by  Congress: 


1.  Cmnmencement  of  construction — Section 
1017(a)  changes  both  23  U.S.C.  10e(a)  and 
108(c)(3)  from  a  10-yeer  to  a  20-year  period 
within  which  construction  must  be 
commenced. 

Comment:  This  change  applies 
prospectively  since  section  108(c)  refers  to 
State/Federal  reimbursement  agreements  and 
section  108(c)(3)  refers  to  the  approved 
advances  of  funds.  Any  existing  agreements 
or  advances  would  contain  provisions  for  the 
current  10-year  period.  Both  of  these  actions 
may,  however,  be  anwnded  for  reasonable 
cause.  The  repayment  period  for  revolving 
funds  will  continue  to  be  10  years  in  order  to 
retain  the  purpose  and  effectiveness  of  the 
revolving  fund.  This  and  other  features  of  the 
revolving  fund  program  wnll  be  addressed  in 
more  formal  guidance  before  requests  for  FY 
1993  proposals  are  solicited. 

2.  ^rly  acquisition  of  rights-of-way — 
Section  1017(b)  provides  for  retroactive 
Federal  reimbursement  of  the  costs  of  rights- 
of-way  acquired  in  advance  of  Federal 
approval  or  authorization  if  several 
conditions  are  demonstrated  by  the  State  to 
have  been  met 

Comment  The  question  of  eligibility  for 
right-of-way  costs  inciured  prior  to 
authorization  and  prior  to  the  effective  date 
of  the  ISTEA  (December  18, 1992),  has 
already  been  raised.  The  rule  of  statutory 
construction  bolds  that  statutory  language 
applies  prospectively  unless  s>ecific 
language  provides  for  retroactivity.  Since 
there  is  no  language  for  retroactive 
application,  this  provision  can  only  apply  to 
costs  incurred  after  December  18, 1991,  and 
then  only  if  all  of  the  other  quaHfying  criteria 
is  satisfied.  One  sudi  criteria  requires  that 
the  acquisition  be  certified  by  the  CovemOT 
as  consistent  with  a  comprehensive  and 
coordinated  State  land  use,  environment  and 
transportation  planning  process.  Although  we 
are  not  aware  of  any  ^te’s  current  ability  ^ 
meet  this  criteria,  if  a  State  does  develop 
such  ability,  the  terms  and  conditions 
specified  in  the  statute  would  apply  only  to 
costs  incurred  after  December  11^  1991. 

3.  Preservation  of  tren^>ortation  corridors 
report — ^Within  2  years  following  enactment, 
and  after  consultation  with  the  States,  the 
Secretary  shall  report  to  Congress  a  national 
list  of  ri^ta-of-way  identified  by  MPO's  and 
the  States,  under  the  provisions  of  sections 
134  and  135  of  Title  23,  U.S.C.,  including  total 
mileage,  estimated  total  cost,  and  a  strategy 
to  prevent  further  loss  of  right-of-way, 
including  the  desirability  of  creating  a 
transportation  right-of-way  land  bank  to 
preserve  vital  corridors. 

Commenti  This  provision  was  effective 
December  18, 1991,  v^ch  means  guidance  to 
FHWA  field  offices  and  to  tiie  States  must  be 
developed;  consultation  with  the  States  and 
MPO’s  undertaken;  data  collected  and 
analyzed;  and  a  comprehensive  report  to 
Congress  prepared  in  the  remaining  23 
months,  lliis  provision  of  the  ISTEA  does  not 
require  rulemaking.  We  are  considering  the 
possibiUty  of  working  throng  TRB,  AASHTO 
or  a  pool^  fund  study  to  gather  data  and 
prepare  tiie  required  report 
Anthony  R.  Kane. 


Date:  February  11, 1992. 


Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HFO-30. 

Subject:  MCSAP  Guideline  Change  for  Level  I 
and  V  Inspectitms. 

From:  Director.  Office  of  Motor  Carrier  Field 
Operations. 

To:  Rej^nal  INrectors,  Office  of  Motor 
Carriers 
Regions  1-10. 

The  purpose  of  this  memorandum  is  to 
change  current  FHWA  policy  regarding  bus 
inspections,  and  the  minimum  percentage  of 
Level  I  inspections,  and  establish  a  maYimnm 
percentage  of  Level  V  driver/vehicle 
inspections  a  State  should  be  required  to 
conduct  as  part  of  their  overall  MCSAP. 

The  previous  policy  as  outlined  in 
memorandum  SP-90-004-IN  dated  December 
20, 1980  stated: 

“As  a  minimum,  50  percent  of  all  driver/ 
vehicle  inspections  must  be  Level  I  type 
inspections. 

Although  this  may  reduce  the  amount  of 
Level  I  inspections,  the  total  number  of 
inspections  (Level  MV)  still  must  equal  or 
exceed  the  State’s  previous  years 
production.” 

The  new  policy  with  respect  to  Level  I 
driver/ vehicle  inspections  is  as  follows: 

At  least  30  percent  of  all  driver/vehicle 
inspections  (excluding  bus  inspections) 

.  conducted  by  a  State  must  be  Level  I 
inspections. 

This  change  is  being  made  in  response  to 
the  evolution  of  the  MCSAP  fix)m  a  program 
directed  primarily  at  driver/ vehicle 
inspections  to  a  program  designed  to  assist 
^States  in  implementing  complete  motor 
carrier  safety  programs.  As  States  expand 
their  motor  carrier  programs  into  other  areas, 
such  as  Safety  and  Compliance  Reviews,  they 
caimot  be  expected  to  maintain  the  same 
degree  of  Level  I  vehicle  inspections  activity 
without  a  corresponding  increase  in 
resources.  It  is  possible,  however,  to  maintain 
a  high  degree  cff  driver/vehicle  inspection 
activity  by  conducting  more  Level  II  and  ED 
inspections.  Since  these  inspections  take  less 
time  to  conduct,  they  do  not  require  the  same 
degree  of  specialized  training  and  equipment 
and  can  be  conducted  in  conjunction  with 
routine  traffic  stops.  It  is  possible  to  conduct 
many  more  iiupe^oiu  with  the  same  amount 
of  resources. 

Additionally.  Level  II  and  III  mspections 
tend  to  focus  more  on  the  greatest  factor  in 
commercial  vehicle  accidents,  the  driver. 
Since  the  driver  has  no  advance  warning 
when  a  Level  n  or  HI  inspection  is  conducted 
in  conjunction  with  a  routine  traffic  stop,  the 
inspection  more  accurately  reflects  the 
driver’s  actual  compliance  with  applicable 
regulations.  ’This  is  demonstrated  by  the 
difference  in  driver  out-of-service  rates  for 
Level  1  mspections  verses  those  for  Level  Q 
and  UI  inspections. 

’The  new  policy  with  respect  to  Level  V 
terminal  inspections  is  as  follows: 

Level  V  inspections  (excluding  bus 
inspections)  should  comprise  no  more  than  5 
percent  of  ^  inspections  conducted  by  a 
State. 

This  policy  should  give  the  States  more 
flexibility  in  the  management  of  their  motor 
carrier  safety  programs  while  maintaining  a 
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high  motor  carrier  enforcement  profile  on  the 
highway. 

Bus  inspections  have  been  excluded  from 
the  above  policies  because  of  the 
unavailability  of  proper  facilities  to  conduct 
complete  inspections.  The  new  policy  with 
respect  to  bus  inspections  is  as  follows; 

All  States  are  expected  to  perform  bus 
inspections.  The  number  of  inspections 
should  be  determined  by  each  State 
dependent  upon  individual  needs.  The 
FHWA  encourages  all  types  of  bus 
inspections. 

Please  distribute  this  policy  change  to  your 
staff  and  respective  States  for 
implementation.  Questions  and  any 
additional  comments  should  be  directed  to 
Taft  Kelly  at  FTS  366-1231. 

R.L.  Bleakley  for  Michael  F.  Trentacoste. 

Date:  February  12, 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HFS-21. 

Subject:  Information:  Advance 

Construction — Interim  Guidance. 

From:  Director.  Office  of  Fiscal  Services. 

Washington.  D.C.  20590. 

To:  Regional  Administrators,  Division 
Administrators. 

The  purpose  of  this  memorandum  is  to 
provide  interim  guidance  on  (1)  converting 
existing  advance  construction  projects  and 
(2)  approving  new  advance  construction 
projects  under  the  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA)  of 
1991.  Regulations  in  23  CFR  630,  Subpart  G 
will  be  revised. 

Although  there  are  no  changes  to  23  U.S.C. 
115,  Advance  Construction,  under  the  ISTEA. 
there  are  changes  to  some  categories  of  funds 
which  are  authorized  for  advance 
construction.  The  following  guidance  is 
provided  for  converting  and  approving 
advance  construction  projects: 

Converting  Existing  Projects 

1.  Unobligated  balances  of  the  same 
category  of  the  advance  construction  project 
may  be  used  to  convert  the  project  to  funded 
status. 

2.  The  National  Highway  System  funds 
may  be  used  to  convert  any  of  the  projects  on 
the  National  Highway  System. 

3.  The  Surface  Transportation  Program 
funds  and  Minimum  Allocation  funds  may  be 
used  to  convert  any  of  the  categories. 

4.  Interstate  Maintenance  funds  may  be 
used  to  convert  Interstate  4R  projects 
provided  the  work  performed  is  eligible  under 
the  Interstate  Maintenance  Program. 

In  any  case,  the  Federal  share  is 
determined  by  the  category  of  funds 
obligated  on  the  project. 

Approving  New  Advance  Construction 
Projects 

Title  23,  subsection  115(a),  allows  advance 
construction  on  certain  categories  provided 
the  State  has  obligated  its  apportionment  or 
obligation  authority.  The  following  categories 
of  funds  are  subject  to  this  subsection: 

1.  Interstate  Substitute,  Bridge,  Planning, 
and  Research  programs  are  continued  in  the 
ISTEA  and  may  be  approved  for  advance 
construction. 

2.  The  Congestion  Mitigation  and  Air 
Quality  Improvement  program  may  be 


approved  for  advance  construction  because 
of  the  reference  to  104(b)(2). 

3.  Urban,  Secondary,  Railway-Highway 
Crossing,  and  Hazard  Elimination  were 
discontinued  and  may  not  be  approved  for 
advance  construction. 

4.  The  Surface  Transportation  Program,  23 
U.S.C.  104(b)(3),  is  not  referenced  in  this 
subsection  and  may  not  be  approved  for 
advance  construction. 

Subsection  115(b)  allows  for  advance 
construction  of  Interstate  and  Primary 
projects.  The  following  apply  to  this 
subsection: 

1.  National  Highway  System  projects  may 
be  approved  for  advance  construction 
because  of  the  reference  to  104(b)(1). 

2.  Interstate  Construction  and  Interstate 
Maintenance  projects  may  be  approved  for 
advance  construction  because  of  the 
reference  to  104(b)(5). 

3.  The  Interstate  4R  apportioned  program 
was  discontinued  and  may  not  be  approved 
for  advance  construction. 

Limitation 

Subsection  115(a)(3),  Limitation  with 
Respect  to  Currently  Authorized  Funds,  is  in 
effect. 

Appropriation  Codes 

The  following  new  appropriation  codes  are 
to  be  used  for  advance  construction: 


Program 

Appro¬ 

priation 

code 

Interstate  Maintenartce  Program . 

OAB 

National  Highway  System . 

OAC 

Congestion  Miti^tion  and  Air  Quality  Im- 

OAD 

provement  Program. 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding 
advance  construction,  please  contact  Max 
Inman,  FTS  366-2853. 

Peter ).  Basso. 

Date;  February  12, 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HHS-21. 

Subject:  Motorcycle  Helmet  and  Safety  Belt 
Use  Incentive  Grants. 

From;  Associate  Administrator  for  Safety  and 
System  Applications,  Washington,  DC 
20590. 

To:  Regional  Administrators. 

Attached  for  your  information  are  the 
NHTSA  press  release  and  application 
procedures  inviting  the  States  to  apply  for  the 
motorcycle  helmet  and  seat  belt  use  incentive 
grants  under  23  U.S.C.  153. 

Our  January  27  memorandum  provided  you 
with  a  table  showing  the  amount  each  State 
would  receive  if  all  States  qualify  for  the 
grant  the  first  year.  About  half  of  the  States 
appear  qualified  to  receive  a  first  year  grant. 
Applications  will  be  accepted  until  August  1. 
1992,  for  Fiscal  Year  1992  grants. 

The  law  requires  that  a  percentage  of 
Fiscal  Year  1M5  and  subsequent  year 
apportionments  under  Section  104(b)(1),  (2), 
and  (3)  be  transferred  to  the  apportionment 
under  Section  402  in  those  States  which  fail 
to  have  acceptable  motorcycle  helmet  and 
safety  belt  use  laws. 


We  will  advise  you  of  further 
developments  in  this  program. 

Dennis  C.  Judycki. 

Attachments 
February  5, 1992. 

Identical  Letter  to  all  States  and  Puerto  Rico 
and  DC 

Dear: 

It  is  my  pleasure  to  transmit  the  application 
procedures  for  the  National  Highway  Traffic 
Safety  Administration's  new  Federal 
incentive  grant  program  designed  to  promote 
the  passage  of  and  compliance  with  safety 
belt  and  motorcycle  helmet  use  laws.  This 
three-year  incentive  program  was  created 
through  Section  1031  of  the  Intermodal 
Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of 
1991,  which  added  a  new  Section  153  to  the 
Title  23,  United  States  Code  and  was  signed 
into  law  by  President  Bush  on  December  18, 
1991. 

Administrator  Jerry  R.  Curry  sent  an 
advance  notice  of  this  program  to  your 
Governor  in  January  to  provide  your  State 
with  an  early  opportunity  to  take  any  steps 
necessary  to  become  eligible  for  this 
important  initiative.  That  notice  discussed 
the  amount  of  grant  funds  available  to  your 
State  in  fiscal  year  1992.  At  this  time,  we  are 
pleased  to  forward  to  you  the  enclosed 
application  procedures  for  a  grant  under  23 
U.S.C.  153.  Applications  will  be  accepted 
until  August  1, 1992,  for  fiscal  year  1992 
grants. 

The  agency  hopes  you  will  give  serious 
consideration  to  the  grant  program  and  that 
your  State  will  beneHt  significantly  from  the 
additional  resources  to  improve  highway 
safety. 

Sincerely, 

Adele  Derby. 

Associate  Administrator  for  Regional 

Operations 

Enclosure 

Application  Procedures 

Incentive  Grants  Under  Section  153  of 
Title  23,  U.S.C.  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991 

Use  of  Motorcycle  Helmets  and  Safety 
Belts 

Introduction 

Section  1031  of  the  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991 
(the  Act)  added  a  new  section  153  to  the 
Title  23,  United  States  Code,  which 
authorizes  a  three  year  incentive  grant 
program  designed  to  promote  the 
passage  of,  and  compliance  with 
motorcycle  helmet  and  safety  belt  use 
laws. 

To  be  eligible  for  funding  imder  the 
Act: 

•  A  State  must  have  in  effect  both  a 
law  requiring  all  individuals  on  a 
motorcycle  to  wear  helmets  and  a  law 
requiring  individuals  in  the  front  seat  of 
a  passenger  vehicle  to  wear  safety  belts 
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or  be  secured  in  child  passenger  safety 
systems. 

In  addition: 

•  For  the  second  year,  a  State  must 
achieve  at  least  75%  compliance  under 
its  motorcycle  helmet  law  and  50% 
compliance  under  its  safety  belt  law. 

•  For  the  third  year,  a  State  must 
achieve  at  least  85%  compliance  under 
its  motorcycle  helmet  law  and  70% 
compliance  under  its  safety  belt  law. 

The  incentive  grant  funds  shall  only 
be  used  to  adopt  and  implement  traffic 
safety  programs  to  provide:  education 
about  motorcycle  and  passenger  vehicle 
safety,  and  the  use  of  motorcycle 
helmets  and  occupant  protection 
devices;  and  police  training;  compliance 
monitoring;  and  enforcement  of 
motorcycle  helmet  and  safety  belt  use 
laws.  The  Act  stipulates  that  these  funds 
must  supplement  (not  supplant)  State 
programs  already  underway  to  support 
motorcycle  helmet  and  safety  belt  use. 

The  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration  (NHTSA)  views  this 
incentive  funding  as  a  means  to  broaden 
State  efforts  to  achieve  higher  safety 
belt  use  and  enact  motorcycle  helmet 
and  safety  belt  use  laws.  The  assistance 
provided  to  the  States  under  this 
incentive  grant  program  can 
significantly  help  reduce  highway 
fatalities  and  injuries. 

The  incentive  grant  program  is 
authorized  for  FY 1992,  FY 1993,  and  FY 
1994.  Beginning  in  fiscal  year  1995,  the 
Act  requires  penalties  for  each  fiscal 
year  that  a  State  does  not  have  both  a 
motorcycle  helmet  and  a  safety  belt  use 
law  in  effect  during  the  previous  year. 

Application  Procedures 

General  Requirements 

To  qualify  for  a  first  year  grant  under 
23  U.S.C.  153,  the  State  must  submit  an 
application  which  includes  the 
following: 

1.  A  copy  of  the  State's  current  laws 
which  mandate  the  use  of  motorcycle 
helmets  and  the  use  of  safety  belts. 
Attachment  1  describes  in  more  detail 
this  requirement  and  identifies  the 
exemptions  which  are  not  acceptable  for 
purposes  of  this  incentive  grant 
program. 

2.  A  plan  for  the  use  of  incentive  grant 
funds  that  describes  the  initiatives  the 
State  is  and  will  be  implementing  in  all 
of  the  following  areas: 

(A)  Education — to  educate  the  public 
about  motorcycle  and  passenger  vehicle 
safety  and  motorcycle  helmet,  safety 
belt,  and  child  restraint  system  use  and 
to  involve  public  health  education 


agencies  and  other  related  agencies  in 
these  efforts. 

(B)  Training — to  train  law 
enforcement  officers  in  the  enforcement 
of  motorcycle  helmet  and  safety  belt  use 
laws. 

(C)  Monitoring — to  monitor  the  rate  of 
compliance  with  State  motorcycle 
helmet  and  safety  belt  use  laws. 

(D)  Enforcement — to  enforce  State 
motorcycle  helmet  and  safety  belt  use 
laws: 

The  section  153  plan  will  be 
considered  as  a  supplement  to  the 
State’s  section  402  Highway  Safety  Plan 
(HSP)  for  motorcycle  safety  and 
occupant  protection  program  areas.  The 
State  has  the  option  to  include  its 
Section  153  plan  with  the  State’s  section 
402  HSP  or  submit  it  separately. 

The  plan  must  describe  how  the 
initiatives  are  related  to  the  State’s 
section  402  HSP.  If  the  State  believes  it 
does  not  need  to  use  section  153  funds 
to  expand  its  current  activities  in  one  or 
more  of  the  Section  153  fundable  areas, 
the  State  must  provide  a  description  of 
its  current  activities,  funding  level(s) 
and  sources  of  financial  support  for 
those  areas. 

In  developing  its  plans,  the  State 
should  bear  in  mind  that  subsequent 
year  incentive  grants  will  be  dependent 
on  achieving  specified  minimum 
compliance  rates  in  the  preceding  fiscal 
year;  therefore,  the  plans  should  assure 
adequate  funding  for  the  surveys 
necessary  to  document  usage  rates. 

3.  A  completed  Federal-Aid 
Agreement  (HS-Form  62),  and  a 
completed  Highway  Safety  Program 
Cost  Summary  (HS-Form  217).  The 
State’s  appropriate  match  to  ^e  Federal 
share  must  be  indicated  and  attested  to 
with  a  signed  Federal-Aid  Agreement 
form.  Under  Section  153,  a  State  match 
is  required  in  each  year  as  follows: 

(A)  First  year  grant,  the  State  share  is 
at  least  25  percent; 

(B)  Second  year  grant,  the  State  share 
is  at  least  50  percent;  and 

(C)  Third  year  grant,  the  State  share  is 
at  least  75  percent. 

4.  Certification  Statements  that: 

(A)  The  State  will  use  the  funds 
awarded  under  23  U.S.C.  153  only  for 
traffic  safety  programs  which  are 
described  in  23  U.S.C.  153  (b)(1),  (2),  (3) 
and  (4). 

(B)  'The  State  will  maintain  its 
aggregate  expenditures  from  all  other 
sources  for  traffic  safety  programs  to 
provide  education,  training,  monitoring, 
and  enforcement  of  motorcycle  helmet 
and  safety  belt  use  laws  at  or  above  the 


average  level  of  such  expenditures  in 
the  State’s  fiscal  years  1990  and  1991  as 
stated  in  23  U.S.C.  153(c)  Maintenance 
of  Effort. 

(C)  The  State  will  administer  the 
funds  in  accordance  with  49  CFR  Part 
18,  Uniform  Administrative 
Reguirements  for  Grants  and 
Cooperative  Agreements  to  State  and 
Local  Governments,  and  OMB  Circulars 
A-87,  A-21,  and  A-122. 

[To  qualify  for  a  grant  imder  23  U.S.C. 
153  in  subequent  years,  the  State  will 
also  be  required  to  submit  information 
documenting  the  State’s  rates  of 
compliance  with  motorcycle  and  safety 
belt  usage  laws  using  methods  which 
conform  to  guidelines  issued  by  NHTSA. 
NHTSA  wiU  issue  guidelines  for 
measuring  rates  in  a  separate  document. 
The  agency  will  also  distribute  revised 
application  procedures  that  will  set  forth 
the  requirements  for  applying  for  second 
and  third-year  grants  under  this 
program.) 

Submission  of  Application 

Applications  must  be  submitted  to  the 
appropriate  NHTSA  Regional 
Administrator  for  review  and  approval. 
(See  Attachment  2) 

Completed  applications  for  review 
and  approval  must  be  received  by 
August  1, 1992.  Within  30  days  of 
receipt,  written  notice  of  approval  or 
disapproval  of  the  Section  153  plan  shall 
be  transmitted  by  the  Regional 
Administrator  to  the  Governor,  with  a 
copy  to  the  State  Highway  Safety 
Agency. 

If  additional  information  is  needed, 
please  call  the  appropriate  Regional 
Administrator. 

Limitations  on  Grants 

A  State  may  receive  a  grant  for  up  to 
three  fiscal  years  subject  to  the 
following  limitations: 

(A)  The  aggregate  amount  of  grants 
made  to  a  State  under  Section  153  shall 
not  exceed  90  percent  of  the  amount 
approtioned  to  each  State  for  fiscal  year 
1990  under  Section  402.  The  amount  of 
grants  made  to  a  State  in  each  fiscal 
year  shall  also  be  subject  to  the 
availability  of  funding  for  that  fiscal 
year.  NHTSA  has  given  each  State 
advance  notice  of  the  amoimt  of  grant 
funds  available  to  that  State  in  FY  1992. 

(B)  The  incentive  grant  program  is 
authorized  for  FY  1992,  FY  1993,  and  FY 
1994. 

February  3, 1992. 
anxiNO  cooc  4910-22-M 


14916 


Federal  Register  /  VoL  57,  No.  79  /  Thursday,  April  23, 1992  /  Notices 


federal-aid  agreement 

Mrel  Highway  hdwtiniatiahoii 


TNs  report  It  auttionzed  by  23  U.S.C.,  Chapter  4.  Failure  to  use  this  form  could  result  in  a  delay  of  obtaining  grant  funds 


OMSHo  Itjroooj 


This  report  It  authorized  by  23.  U.S.C..  Chapter  4.  Reimbursement  of  costs  ir>currsd  for  approved  portions  of  the  State’s  Highway 
Safety  Plan  is  contingent  upon  execution  and  submission  of  this  form.  Alt  certifications  and  assurances  contained  in  the  Highway 
Safety  Plan  ar>d  aft  corKlitions  or  limitations  of  approval  expressed  in  any  tetter  authorizing  the  State  to  proceed  with  its  Highway 
Safety  Plan  are  incorporated  herein,  by  reference. 


state-local  costs 


FEDERAL  FUNDS 

- -  EFFECTIVE  DATE 

CURRENT  FY  CARRY  FORWARD  OP  APPROVAL 


Th«  State  lurtner  stipuiatM  that  pursuant  to  said  Title  23.  regulations,  and  policies  and. procedures,  and  as  a  condition  to  payment  of  the  Federal  funds 
obugated.  N  accepts  and  sHM  comply  with  the  provisions  set  forth  on  the  reverse  side  hereof. 


NATIONAL  HIGHWAY  TRAFFIC  SAFETY  ADMINISTRATION 


TITLE 

.  . 

DATE 

HS  Form  62  (Rev  9-90> 


Previous  Editions  Are  Obsolete 


l.a  6PO:1tSO-MI-SS$/03St1 


( 


i 


1 


US  Oepartmen*  of  Ifonspatoiion 

NoMonol  Mg^iwoy  Traffic  Soitty 


HIGHWAY  SAFETY  PROG 


HS-Form  217  (Rev.  9-90) 


•NXMQ  COK  4»1»>a3< 


Thts  (orm  will  accompa 


OGRAM  COST  SUMMARY 


O.M.B.  No.  2127-0003 
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Intennodal  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act  of  1991  Incentive  Grants 
Application  Procedures — ^Attachment  1 

To  be  eligible  for  a  grant  under  23 
U.S.C.  153,  a  State  must  have  “a  law 
which  makes  unlawful  throughout  the 
State  the  operation  of  a  motorcycle  if 
any  individual  on  the  motorcycle  is  not 
wearing  a  motorcycle  helmet"  and  “a 
law  which  makes  unlawful  throughout 
the  State  the  operation  of  a  passenger 
vehicle  whenever  an  individual  in  ^e 
front  seat  of  the  vehicle  (other  than  a 
child  who  is  secured  in  a  child  restraint 
system)  does  not  have  a  safety  belt 
properly  fastened  about  the  individual's 
body." 

Section  153  (i)  contains  the  following 
dehnitions: 

"Motorcycle"  means  a  motor  vehicle  which 
is  designed  to  travel  on  not  more  than  3 
wheels  in  contact  with  the  surface. 

"Motor  Vehicle”  means  any  vehicle  driven 
or  drawn  by  mechanical  power  manufactured 
primarily  for  use  on  public  highways,  except 
any  vehicle  operated  exclusively  on  a  rail  or 
rails. 

"Passenger  Vehicle"  means  a  motor  vehicle 
which  is  designed  for  transporting  10 
individuals  or  less,  including  the  driver, 
except  that  such  term  does  not  include  a 
vehicle  which  is  constructed  on  a  truck 
chassis,  a  motorcycle,  a  trailer,  or  any  motor 
vehicle  which  is  not  required  on  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  section  under  a  Federal 
motor  v^cle  safety  standard  to  be  equipped 
with  a  belt  system. 

"Safety  Belt"  means;  (a)  with  respect  to 
open-body  passenger  vehicles,  including 
convertibles,  an  occupant  restraint  system 
consisting  of  a  lap  belt  or  a  lap  belt  and  a 
detachable  shoulder  belt;  and  (b)  with 
respect  to  other  passenger  vehicles,  an 


Region/ states,  time 

REGION  I; 

(Connecticut  Maine,  Massachusetts.  New 
Hampshire.  Rhode  Island,  Vermont),  7:45 
a.m.-4:15  p.m. 

REGION  11; 

(New  Jersey,  New  Yortt  Puerto  Rico  and  Virgin 
Isiarxls).  7:45  a.m.-4:15  p.m. 

REGION  IN: 

(Delaware,  District  ot  Columbia.  Marylarxl,  Perm- 
sytvania.  Virginia,  and  West  Virginia).  B;(X) 
a.m.-4;30  p.m. 

REGION  IV: 

(Alabama.  Elocida.  Georgia.  Kentucky,  Mississip¬ 
pi,  North  Carolirra.  South  Caroling  artd  Ten- 
rtessee),  7:45  am-4:15  pm 

REGION  V: 

(lllirK>ls,  Irxliana.  Michigan,  Mkmesota.  Ohio,  and 
Wisconsin),  8:(X)  am-4;30  p.m. 

REGION  VI; 

(Arkansas,  Louisiana.  New  Mexico,  Oklahoma, 
artd  Texas).  6:00  am-4:30  p.m 

REGION  VK: 

(Iowa,  Kansas,  Missouri,  and  Nebraska).  7:45 
a.m-4:15  p.m 
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occupant  restraint  system  consisting  of 
integrated  lap  shoulder  belts. 

Except  for  children  in  child  restraint 
systems,  the  statute  does  not  provide  for 
any  exemptions  from  application  for 
individuals  in  covered  vehicles. 

However.  NHTSA  recognizes  that  all 
States  have  exemptions  written  into  one 
or  both  of  their  motorcycle  helmet  and 
safety  belt  laws.  NHTSA  believes  that 
Congress'  intent  to  aid  States  in  their 
efforts  to  achieve  higher  safety  belt  and 
motorcycle  helmet  use  and  enact  safety 
belt  and  helmet  use  laws  would  not  be 
served  by  reading  the  statute  so  literally 
as  to  exclude  from  consideration  for  the 
incentive  grants  all  States  whose  laws 
contain  any  exemptions.  On  the  other 
hand,  some  exemptions  either  are 
incompatible  with  the  language  of  the 
statue  or  would  so  severely  undercut  the 
safety  considerations  underlying  the 
statue  as  to  render  those  States  whose 
laws  contain  such  exemptions  ineligible 
for  the  incentive  grant  program.  (These 
exemptions  also  may  later  subject  these 
States  to  penalties.) 

NHTSA  has  reviewed  current  State 
laws  and  has  determined  that  most  of 
the  existing  exemptions,  such  as  medical 
exemptions  from  safety  belt  laws  and 
enclose  cab  exemptions  from  motocycle 
helmet  laws  are  fully  acceptable.  Of  the 
exemptions  currently  on  the  books, 
NHTSA  has  determined  that  the 
following  are  incompatible  with  the 
language  and/or  purpose  of  the  statute: 

1.  Motorycle  helmet  laws  of  less  than 
universal  application,  such  as  laws 
which  apply  only  to  minors  or  novice 
motorcycle  operators; 

Attachment  2.— NHTSA  Regional  Offices 

Region  address 


NHTSA  Regional  Administrator,  Transportation 
System  Center,  KendaN  Square.  Code  903,  Cam¬ 
bridge.  MA  02142. 

NHTSA  Regional  Admmistrator,  222  Mamaroneck 
Avenue.  Room  204,  White  Plains,  NY  10605. 

NHTSA  Regional  Admmistrator,  BWI  Commerce 
Park,  7526  Connelley  Drive,  S«jNe  L.  Hartover,  MD 
21076-1699. 

NHTSA  Regional  Administrator,  Suite  1048,  1720 
Peachtree  Road.  NW.,  Atlanta,  GA  30309. 

NHTSA  Regiortal  Administrator,  18209  Dixie  High¬ 
way.  Suite  A.  Homewood,  H.  60430. 

NHTSA  Regional  Administrator,  819  Taylor  Street 
Room  8A38.  Fort  WorUt  TX  76102-6177. 

NHTSA  Regional  Administrator,  P.O.  Box  412515, 
Kansas  City,  MO  64141. 
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2.  Safety  belt  laws  whidi  exempt 
vehicles  equipped  with  air  bags. 

Laws  of  the  type  listed  in  1  above  are 
unacceptable  because  they  are 
inconsistent  with  the  plain  language  of 
the  statute.  Laws  of  the  type  listed  in  2 
above  are  unacceptable  because  they 
would  severely  undercut  the  safety 
considerations  underlying  the  statute 
and  there  is  no  significant  countervailing 
consideration  to  justify  the  exclusion.  If 
any  State  enacts  a  new  exemption  that 
has  not  yet  been  considered  by  the 
agency,  that  exemption  would  be 
reviewed  by  NHTSA  to  determine 
whether  it  either  is  inconsistent  with  the 
plain  language  of  the  statute  or  would  so 
severly  undercut  the  safety 
considerations  imderlying  the  statute  as 
to  render  the  State  whose  law  contains 
such  exeptions  ineligible  for  the 
incentive  grant  program. 

Section  153  provides  that  a  penalty 
would  be  imposed  in  FY 1995  on  any 
State  that  does  not  have  in  effect  a 
conforming  safety  belt  or  motocyde 
helmet  law  at  any  time  in  FY  1994. 

Under  this  penalty,  a  portion  of  the 
State's  Federal  Highway  construction 
apportionment  will  be  apportioned 
instead  to  the  State  under  section  402  of 
the  Highway  Safety  Act  of  1966.  There 
are  exemptions  that  NHTSA  has  found 
acceptable  for  the  purpose  of  this  grant, 
which  the  agency  may  consider 
disallowing  for  the  purpose  of  the 
penalty  provisions  of  the  statues.  This 
decision  would  be  made  pursuant  to  a 
rulemaking  process.  Accordingly,  prior 
to  a  final  decision.  States  would  receive 
notice  of  the  agency's  proposal  and  have 
an  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  issue. 


Name/Mta 


George  A  LuciarK),  Regional  Administrator.  OHice  # 
(617)  494-3427.  Fax  #  (617)  494-3646. 

Thomas  M.  Louizou,  Regional  Administrator,  Office  § 
(914)  682-6162,  Fax  #  (914)  682-6239. 

Frank  0.  ANobelU,  Regional  Administrator,  Office  f 
(410)  768-7111,  Fax  0  (410)  768-7118. 

Thomas  J.  Enright  Regional  Administrator.  Office  # 
(404)  347-4537,  Fax  #  (404)  347-0097. 

Donald  J.  McNamara,  Regkxuri  Adreinistraitor.  Office 
#  (708)  206-3300,  Fax  #  (708)  284-331Z 

Georgia  S.  Jupinka,  Regiorral  Administrator.  Office  # 
(817)  334-3653,  Fax  #  (817)  334-8339. 

Norman  B.  McPhersort  Regional  Administrator, 
Office  #  (816)  926-7887,  Fax  #  (816)  926-7884. 


Fed—I  Register  f  Vol.  57.  No.  79  f  Thursday^  Aprfl  23,  1903  f  Notices 


14919 


Attachment  2.— NHTSA  Regional  Offices— Continued 


Region/statsa.  tkna 

Region  address 

Name/title 

REGION  Vllt: 

(Colorado,  Montana,  North  Dakota.  South 
Dakota,  Utah,  and  Wyoming),  7:45  ani-4:t6 
p.m. 

REGION  IX: 

(American  Samoa,  Arizona,  Calilomia,  Guam, 
Hawaii,  and  Nevada,  7:45  soi.-4c1S  pm. 

REGION  X: 

(Alaska  Idaho,  Oregon,  and  Washington).  8:00 
am.-4:30  pm. 

1 

NHTSA  Regional  Administrator.  565  Zang  StreeL  4th 
Ftoor.  Denver,  CO  80228. 

!  Louis  R.  DcCarolia  Re^onal  Admioiatratoc.  Office  i 
(303)  321-6917,  Fax  #  (303)  969-6917. 

NHTSA  Regional  AdminiBtralor,  Suite  1000,  211 
Main  Street;  San  Frandeco,  CA  94105. 

NHTSA  (tegional  Administeator,  3140  Jackson  Fed¬ 
eral  Building.  915  Second  Avenue,  Seattte,  WA 
98174. 

Joseph  Cfndrich,  Regional  Administrator,  Office  # 
(415)  744-3089,  Fax  #  (415)  744-K32. 

Curtis  A  WinstoA,  Regiowal  Adminiatralor,  Office  # 
(20^  553-5934,  Fax  #  (206)  S63-048a 

Date;  February  13»  1982. 

Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HNG-22. 

Subject:  Actioa:  ISTEA  of  1991 — Coastructioa 
and  Maintenance  Requirements. 

From:  Associate  Administrator  for  Program 
Devdopment. 

To:  Regional  Federal  Highway 

Administrators,  Federal  Lands  Highway 
Program  Administrator. 

The  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act  of  1981  (ISTEA)  amended  a 
number  of  contract  administration  and 
construction  and  maintenance  requirements 
contained  in  title  23  and  23  CFR  Part  635 — 
Construction  and  Maintenance.  This 
memorandum  will  (fiscuss  each  of  these 
changes  and  provide  interim  operating^ 
guidance  pending  the  issuance  of  regulatory 
revisions. 

Prevailing  Rain  of  Wage 
Section  1006(gK2)  of  the  ISTEA  amended  23 
U.S.C.  113(a)  to  make  Davis-Bacon  wage 
rates  applicable  to.  “work  performed  on 
highway  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 
highways.*'  The  term  ‘Tederal-aid  highways" 
is  defined  (revised  23  U.S.C.  101(a])  as 
meaning  highways  eligible  for  assistance 
under  this  ^apter  (Title  23,  Chapter  Ij  other 
than  highways  classified  as  local  roads  or 
rural  minor  collectors.  Davis-Bacon 
prevailing  rates  of  wage  are.  tiierefore,  now 
applicable  to  all  Fed«^-aid  highway 
construction  projects  (NHS  and  non-NHS) 
except  those  located  on  highways  classified 
as  local  roads  oc  rural  minor  coUectws. 

PrecoBskHctioa  Activities 
Section  1018  of  the  KTEA  amended  23^ 
U.S.C.  106(c).  It  now  provides  that  items 
included  in  all  estimates  for  construction 
engineering  (CE)  for  a  state  for  a  fiscal  year 
shall  not  exceed,  in  the  aggregate.  15  percent 
of  the  total  estimated  costs  of  all  projects 
financed  within  the  boundaries  of  the  State 
with  Federal-aid  highway  fimds  in  sach  fiscal 
year,  after  excluding  from  the  total  estimated 
costs,  the  estimated  costs  of  right-of-way, 
pretiminary  engineering,  and  CE. 

Also  amended  was  23  U.SXL  121(d):  to 
reference  the  requirements  of  Section  106(c) 
as  applicable  limitations  with  respect  to 
payment  for  CE.  This  reference  meana  that 
reimbursement  for  CE  costs  will  be  limited  to- 
the  amount  of  CRapproved  on  tha  project 
under  Section  106(c). 

The  new  provision  applies  to  all  Federal- 
aid  highway  construction.  (NHS  and  non- 


NHS)  projects  and  project  modificationa 
approved  on  or  alter  December  18, 1991. 
Projects  for  which  a  final  voucher  has 
already  been  approved  should  not  be 
reopened  to  claim  additional  CE  costa.  The 
fiscal  year  limitation  may  be  applied  on  a 
State  or  Federal  fiscal  year. 

Comict  Producsd  Maladals 

Section  1019  of  the  ISTEA  amended  23 
U.S.C.  114(b)(2)  by  inserting,  “after  ^^Iy  1» 
1991,”  after  “materials  produced.”  This  action 
clarifies  congressional  intent  that  language  in 
the  Department  of  Justice  Appropriation  Acta 
relative,  to  the  incorporation  of  convict 
produced  materials  on  Flederat-aid  hi^way 
projects  does  not  override  the  requirements 
placed  on  such  use  by  the  Surface 
Transportation,  and  Uniform  Relocation 
Assistance  Act  of  1987.  Guidance  on  diia 
subject  previously  issued  by  William  A 
Weseman's  memorandums  dated  September 
21, 1989,  and  February  13. 1990;  are 
superseded  by  Section  1019. 

The  requirements  now  applicable  relative 
to  incorporation  of  convict  produced  material 
on  Federal-aid  pn^actsare  containsd  both  in 
23  U.S.C.114(bland  23  CFR  635.417„by 
convict  labor  are  prohibited  from  being 
incorporated  in  •  Fedacal-aid  In^iway 
construction  project  (NHS  or  non-NHS) 
unless  (1)  produced  ^  coaviets  who  are  on 
parole,,  supervised  release,  or  probation  oc  (1^ 
if  produced  by  convicts  in  a  qualified  prison 
facility;  the  quantity  is  limited  to  the  amount 
produced  during  the  12-month  period  ending 
July  1. 1987. 

Buy  Amnica  Pcovisiona 

Sections  1041(a)  and  1048(a)  of  the  ISTEA 
amended  and  clarified  the  Buy  America 
provisions  of  section  165(a)  (d  the  Surface 
Transportation  Assistance  Act  of  1982 
(STAA)  and  23  CFR  635.410.  Icon  has  been 
added  to  the  materials  now  subject  to  the  Buy 
America  requirements,  and  the  action  if 
applying  a  coating  to  a  covered  material  (i.e.. 
steel  and  iron)  is  now  deemed  a 
manufacturing  ptoeass  subject  to  Buy 
America.  Ceat^  indudes  epoxy  coating; 
galvanizing,  painting  and  any  other  coating 
that  protects  or  enhances  the  value  of  a 
material  subject  to  reqiucementS'  of  Buy 
America.  Buy  America  requirements  of  23 
CFR  635.410  are  applicable  to  all  Federal-aid 
highway  construction  projects  (NHS  and  non- 
NHS). 

Section  1048(1^  of  the  ISTEA  mnended 
section  165(a)  of  the  STAA  ta  requiie  tiiat  ott 


waivers  granted  in  fiscal  yean  19e2and  199S' 
are  to  be  reported  to  Congress  Thcrefrav.  dl 
Buy  America  waivers  granted  byRe^mwl 
Administratoca  during  the  period  covered 
need  to  be  reported  to  the  Washington 
Hcadquacters,  HN&-22.  at  the  time  the 
waiver  is  granted.  Basic,  infarmatian  to  be 
provided  on  each  waiver  should  include  the 
justification  and  the  dollar  amount  of  the 
items  for  which  the  waiver  iapwded. 

Inspection  of  Cetttficelien  Acoeptaaca(CA) 
Projecte 

Section  1016(f)(^C)  of  the  ISITEA  revised 
23  U.S.C.  lt7(bl  to  provide  that  “The 
Secretary  may  accept  projects  based  on 
inspections  of  a  type  and  frequency 
necessary  to  ensure  the  projects  are 
completed  in  accordance  with  appropriate 
standards.”  This  revision  eliminated  the 
requirement  that  a  final  inspection  of  each 
CA  project  be  conducted  upon  its  completion. 

Elective  immediately,  tha  provisions  of 
paragraphs  5(d)(lKs)  and  5(d)(1)(c)  of  FAPG 
G6042.08  (former  FHPM  6-4-2-6)  are  revised 
to  delete  references  to  exemptions  of  CA  and 
SRP  projects  from  the  approved  laocedurea 
for  determining  the  type  of  inspections  which 
may  be  used  for  construction  projects.  A 
draft  revision  to  page  4  of  the  FAPG  is 
attached. 

Anthooy  R.  Kane. 

Attachment 

(Draft  Revision  to  FAPG  G6042.08) 

d.  Futal  laeffeciMM 

(1)  A  review;  to  determine  the  extent  to 
which  the  SHA  has  exeteisad  its  control  to- 
assure  that  tha  project  has  been  completed  kfc 
reasonably  dose  conforraance  wiA  the  plana, 
specifications,  and.  authorized  changes 

(a)  For  all  Federal-aid  conatruction  projecte. 
which  require  project  review  and  ovarsi^rL  a 
fine)  inspectioik  may  be  accomplished  by  any 
of  the  fodowing  methods: 

1  an  on-site  review  eoeducted  at  or  near 
the  completioik  of  woik. 

2  a  review  of  pr<qect  records  which  are 
provided  by  the  St^e  sA  the  conpletkm  of 
work,  or 

3  if  previoua  PR/PE  or  inspectimv-ia-depth 
reviews  of  the  SHA't  intern^  control 
programs  for  iaspcetian  of  coaopletid  projects 
have  indicated  theSHA  has  aatiafactory 
procedures,  the  final  inspectiou  may  be  based 
on  tile  fiwhng  that  the  SHA  is  properiy 
exetdsiiig  Ha  internal  controls  and  no 
additional  review  wffi  be  requked. 
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(b)  When  similar  types  of  work  are 
included  in  an  areawide  project,  an 
inspection  of  a  sample  of  contract  work 
locations  may  fulfill  the  requirement  for  a 
Tmal  inspection. 

(2)  The  Division  Administrator  should 
develop  and  include  as  a  part  of  the  annual 
CMP  a  process  to  determine  the  final 
inspection  requirements  for  construction 
projects.  This  determination  should  consider 
the  type,  size  and  complexity  of  the  project, 
the  degree  to  which  the  project  has  been 
previously  inspected  by  FHWA  personnel, 
the  adequacy  of  the  SHA's  internal  controls, 
and  the  degree  of  independent  inspections 
and  evaluations. 

Date:  February  18, 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HTV-31. 

Subject:  Eaily  Deployment  IVHS  Program — 
ATMS/ATIS  Planning  and  Preliminary 
Engineering. 

From:  Associate  Administrator  for  Safety  and 
System  Applications,  Washington,  DC 
20590. 

To;  Regional  Federal  Highway 
Administrators. 

On  May  23, 1991,  we  brought  to  your 
attention  an  Intelligent  Vehicle  Highway 
Systems  (IVHS)  initiative  which  was  being 
considered  for  hscal  year  (FY)  1992  funding. 
As  we  have  discussed  with  you  and  your 
staR,  the  Early  Deployment  of  Advanced 
Tragic  Management  Systems  (ATMS)/ 
Advanced  Traveler  Information  Systems 
(ATIS)  initiatives  program  will  now  be 
funded  at  $5  million  for  FY  1992  and  $7 
million  for  FY  1993.  Funding  limits  have  not 
been  specified  for  FY  1994  through  FY  1997. 
These  initiatives  will  help  to  facilitate  early 
deployment  of  IVHS  technologies  by 
providing  State  and  local  agencies  with  seed 
money  to  begin  long-range,  comprehensive 
planning  and  design.  The  underlying 
objective  is  to  provide  orderly,  efficient 
deployment  of  emerging  IVHS  technologies 
and  to  transform  state-of-the-art  into  state-of- 
the-practice. 

The  majority  of  the  funds  are  available  for 
metropolitan  areawide  efforts;  but,  as 
outlined  in  the  attached  Deployment  Plan, 
funds  are  also  available  for  intercity  urban/ 
rural  corridors.  In  order  to  implement  these 
initiatives  as  soon  as  possible,  we  have 
developed  a  preliminary  listing  of  FY  1992 
metropolitan  area  candidates  which 
represent  each  region's  recommendations. 
Additionally,  several  corridor  candidates 
have  been  tentatively  identified;  but  these 
have  not  been  firmed  up  with  your  office. 

We  request  that  your  office  review  both  the 
metropolitan  areawide  and  corridor  lists.  If 
changes  to  the  listing  for  FY  1992  are 
necessary,  please  notify  this  office. 

Proposals  should  then  be  prepared  for 
metropolitan  areawide  and  corridor 
candidates  which  the  region  would  like  to 
pursue  with  FY  1992  funding.  In  general  the 
proposals  should  include  intended  scope, 
activities,  products,  schedule  for  proposed 
work,  and  anticipated  funding  needs.  Both 
the  areawide  and  corridor  efforts  will  utilize 
the  Cooperative  Agreement  procedures.  Each 
potential  FY  1992  candidate  must  provide  all 
information  necessary  for  the  Cooperative 


Agreement.  A  sample  Cooperative 
Agreement  and  proposal  is  included  for  your 
use.  When  complete,  proposals  should  be 
forwarded  to  this  office.  After  we  receive 
information  from  all  regional  offices  on 
corridor  and  metropolitan  area  candidates, 
we  will  select  the  final  projects  which  can  be 
funded  in  FY  1992  consistent  with  available 
funds. 

We  anticipate  utilizing  funds  provided  by 
section  6058  of  the  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  under  the 
“other  IVHS  activities"  category  for  these 
projects.  This  will  require  a  maximum  80 
percent  Federal  share  and  20  percent  from 
non-Federal  sources.  We  expect  that  State 
funds  will  be  used  primarily  as  the  matching 
source  for  the  Early  Deployment  projects. 
Although  other  IVHS  programs  will  continue 
to  encourage  a  50/50  split  in  total  project 
costs,  we  do  not  anticipate  that  Early 
Deployment  projects  will  be  conducive  to 
“soft  match"  opportunities.  The  proposal 
should  indicate  the  anticipated  funding  split 
and  the  type(s)  of  “hard  match"  funds  to  be 
used.  Once  a  project  is  approved  for  funding 
through  the  Early  Deployment  of  ATMS/ 

ATIS  Initiatives  Program,  funds  in  the 
amount  of  the  IVHS  contribution  will  be 
added  to  the  State's  obligational  limitation. 

We  anticipate  that  projects  to  be  funded  in 
FY  1993  will  be  solicited  through  the  Federal 
Register.  Candidates  will  be  encouraged  to 
respond  through  the  regional  offices  to  the 
solicitation. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact 
Ms.  Shelley  Lynch  at  202/366-2550.  Your 
support  and  encouragement  of  this  new 
program  area  are  appreciated. 

Dennis  C.  Judycki 
Attachments 

Eajrly  Deployment  IVHS  Funds 

ATMS/ATIS  Planning  and  Preliminary 
Engineering  HTV — 31  January  1992 

Objective — ^To  initiate  areawide 
Advanced  Traffic  Management  Systems 
(ATMS)/Advanced  Traveler 
Information  Systems  (ATIS)  plans  and 
engineering  and  begin  deployment  in  the 
75  largest  metropolitan  areas  (11  to  15 
each  year)  and  in  30  intercity  urban/ 
rural  corridors  (4  to  7  per  year)  during 
the  6  year  authorization  of  the  ISTEA. 

Assumptions 

1.  $40  million  available  for  6  year 
period.  $5  million  in  FY  1992,  and  $7 
million  in  FY  1993.  Specific  funding 
amounts  have  not  been  determined  for 
FY  1994  thru  FY  1997. 

2.  For  FY  1992 

— Ditribute  $4.4  million  for  areawide 
planning,  at  an  average  of  $400,000  per 
study  (80%  Federal  share) 

— Distribute  $600,000  for  corridor 
plaiming,  at  an  average  of  $150,000  per 
study  (80%  Federal  share) 

3.  For  FY  1993 

— Distribute  $6  million  for  areawide 
planning,  at  an  average  of  $400,000  per 
study  (80%  Federal  share) 


— ^Distribute  $1  million  for  corridor 
planning  at  an  average  of  $150,000  per 
study  (80%  Federal  share) 

Selection  process 
For  FY  1992 

The  metropolitan  areas  have  been 
selected  on  the  basis  of 
recommendations  fi'om  FHWA  Regional 
Offices  under  the  guidance  of  our  May 
1991  memorandum.  Each  Regional  office 
has  been  active  in  generating  interest  in 
the  IVHS  program,  and  the  FY  1992 
Metropolitan  Area  candidates  listed 
below  represent  those  recommendations 
based  on  the  ability  of  the  areas  to 
conduct  a  study  and  a  commitment  to 
deploy  the  traffic  operations  technology. 


FY  1992  metropolitan  area 
candidates 

FY  1992  corridor 
candidates 
(tentative) 

Region  1— Rochester  & 

1-95  Boston  to  NY/ 

Boston. 

NJ. 

1-95  NY/NJ  to  Phil. 

Region  3— Pittsburgh . 

1-95  Richmd  to 

Wash. 

1-95  Wash  to  Balt 
1-95  Balt  to  Phil. 

Region  4— Charlotte  &  Atlan- 

1-95  Miami  to  W.P.B. 

ta. 

Region  5 — Detroit . 

1-95  Chicago  to 

Milw. 

Region  6 — Dallas  &  Austin . 

Region  7— St  Louis . 

Region  6 — Denver . 

1-25  Through 

Denver. 

Region  9— Orange  Co.  & 

1-5  LA  to  San  Diego. 

San  Diego. 

Region  10 — Seattle . 

1-5  Seattle  to  Pom. 

For  FY  1993  Thru  1997 

Our  plans  are  to  use  the  Federal 
Register  to  describe  the  objectives  of  the 
program  and  to  encourage  candidates  to 
notify  our  regional  offices  of  their 
interest.  Upon  receiving  the  letters  of 
interest,  we  should  be  able  to  lay  out  a 
tentative  5  year  plan  to  reach  the 
remainder  of  the  75  metropolitan  areas 
and  30  intercity  corridors. 

Date:  February  24, 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn,  of;  HST-1,  NRO-Ol. 

Subject:  Seat  Belt  and  Motorcycle  Helmet 
Incentive  Awards. 

From;  Associate  Administrator  for  Safety  and 
System  Applications,  FHWA,  Associate 
Administrator  for  Regional  Operations. 
NHTSA 

To:  FHWA  Regional  Administrators,  NHTSA 
Regional  Administrators. 

As  you  know,  section  1031  of  the 
Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency 
Act  of  1991  (ISTEA)  provides  Federal  funding 
incentives  for  States  that  make  progress  in 
seat  belt  and  motorcycle  helmet  legislation, 
regulation  and  usage.  Due  to  die  technical 
wording  in  the  ISTEA,  minimum  allocation 
States  will  be  required  to  “pay  back"  any 
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incentive  wcetvgd  undar  thi»  law  m  e 
redactioa  ie  tfaeir  next  year*!  attocatione.  We 
wiM  propose  a  technical  amendment  to 
eliminate  tke  ‘payback**  raqiikement  for  the 
incentive  program,  bat  there  is  no  assurance 
the  law  will  be  amended.  Attached,  for  your 
information  is  a  list  of  the  minimum  amount 
of  FY  92  seat  belt  and  helmet  incentive  funds 
a  vatiable  foe  each  State  with  tiie  miitiimuR 
allocation  States  identified  with  time 
asterisks. 

Because  of  the  “psyback"  provision, 
minimum  allocation  States  may  be  hesitant  to 
take  advantage  of  the  hicentive  funds. 
Unfortunately,  many  of  the  States  eligible  to 
receive  these  funds  are  minimum  allocation 
States  which  also  account  for  a  substantiaf 
portion  of  the  public  who  could  benefit  from 
these  safety  iititiatives. 

Improved  use  of  seat  belt  and  motorcycle 
helmets  is  consistent  with  the  Presidential 
goal  to  significantly  improve  the  safety  of  the 
motoring  public  within  the  immediate  future. 
These  are  two  of  the  most  efiective  initiatives 
available  to  reduce  accident  severity  and 
have  the  potential  to  save  thousands  of  lives 
and  serious  injuries  each  year.  The  NHTSA 
and  FHWA  share  a  common  safety  goal  to 
implement  tiiese  initiatives  as  quickly  as 
possible.  We  hope  all  States  will  be  able  to 
meet  this  legislative  criteria  by  FY  94  so  the 
FY  95  mandatory  transfer  of  fends  provision 
in  the  legislation  will  not  be  required. 

We  urge  you  to  initiate  a  joint  effort  fo 
personally  encourage  minimum  allocation 
States  to  fund  the  incentive  in  the  interest  of 
safety.  This  provides  FHWA  and  NHTSA 
with  a  unique  opportunity  for  intermodal 
cooperation  on  a  high  visibility  and  proven 
effective  safety  initiative.  A  teem  effort  to 
improve  seat  belt  and  motorcycle  hehnet 
usage  can  provide  quick  results  in  reduced 
accident  severity.  It  could  provide  a  soBd 
investment  in  future  lives  saved  as  well  as 
reducing  the  need  for  mandatory  transfer  of 
funds  for  noncompHance  in  tiie  future. 

Katie  Moran  for  Adele  Derby 
Dennis  C.  Judycki 
Attachment 

FY  1992  SECTtOW  153  INCENTIVE  GRANT 
Program 


[Available  Federal  Incentive  Grant  Funds  Contingent 
on  Approval  of  State  Application^ 


Stats 

$314,267 

87,610 

227,135 

210534 

1,4901375 

244,549 

Colorado..- 

194.009 

87.610 

6%.847 

419,75» 

*7.610 

118,184! 

781,406 

404,114 

283,741 

275,428 

278,959 

296,84t 

Maine  * - - - 

*7,610 

FY  1992  Section  153  Ingentive  Grant 
Program— Continued 

[Aueitebte  Fedeml  tneentiie  Grant  FUttds  Contingent 
on  Approval  ot  State  Appkcatiofi] 


SUrte 


Maryland _ _ 

MassactHisetts _ 

Michigan^ _ 

Minnesota _ 

Mississippi ' _ 

Missouri  • . . . . . . 

Montana _ 

Nebraska . . . . 

Nevada . 

New  Hampshire . . . 

New  Jersey . . . . 

New  Mexico _ _ 

New  York.™ . . . . . 

North  Carolina  * _ _ _ _ 

North  Dakota _ _ _ 

Ohio  • . . 

Oklahoma  * . 

Oregon  • . 

Penrrsylvania . 

Rhode  Island _ _ _ 

South  Carolina . 

South  Dakota . 

Tennessee  ‘ . 

Texas  ‘ . . 

Utah . . . 

VermorU . 

Virginia . 

Washington . 

West  Virginia . 

Wisconsin  * . . . 

Wyoming . 

Diet  ot  Cot _ 

Puerto  Rico _ _ 


Minimum  allocation  States. 


Date:  March  4, 1992: 

Reply  to  Attn.  ofrfffO-3a; 

Subject:  Motor  Carrier  Safety  Assistance 
Program  (MCSAP),  Revised  Policy  on  the 
Cost  Eligibility  of  Speed  Detection 
Equipment. 

From:  Director,  Office  of  Motor  Carrim*  Field 
Operations. 

To:  Regional  Directors,  Office  of  Motor 
Carriers,  Regions  1-10. 

In  May  1984,  shortly  after  the  MCSAP 
began,  the  Associate  Administrator  for 
Safety,  Traffic  Engineering,  and  Motor 
Carriers  issued  a  memorandum  establishing 
guidelines  concerning  the  cost  eligibility  of 
radar  speed  detection  devices  under  the 
MCSAP.  The  memorandum,  which  is 
included  in  the  Xost  Eligibility**  section  of 
the  State  Program  Reference  Guide  under 
#SP-84r4)07-CE,  explained  that  such 
equipment  could  not  be  considered  eligible 
for  reimbursement  because  R  did  not  ctirectly 
support  the  driver/vehicle  inspection 
activities  of  the  States. 

In  August  1968,  the  Director  of  tile  Office  of 
Motor  Carrier  Safety  Field  Operations  issued 
a  memorandum  establishing  policy 
concerning  the  cost  eligibitity  of  VASCAR 
speed  detection  devices  (see  #SP‘W4)51-CB 
in  the  Reference  Guide).  Similar  to  tim 
memorandum  mentioned  above,  the  cost  of 
VASCAR  units  were  found  to  be  inefigibte  for 
MCSAP  reimbursement  since  they  did  not 
directly  relate  to  the  enfbrcement  of 
commercial  motor  vehicle  safety  regulations. 


264,752 

355,201 

642,061 

218,194 

402,976 

121,167 

187,443 

93,053 

87.610 
446,010 
130,849 

1,094,612 

426,290 

129,817 

722406 

288,767 

247,675 

784,632 

67.610 
242.455 
117,959 
345,586 

1,115,709 

127.671 

87.610 

<709, ^7/ 

317,846 

145,721 

360,132 

87,610 

87,810 

188.140 


The  purpose  of  this  memorandum  is  to 
revise  tbew  long  standing  guidelines  on 
speed  detection  devices  based  on  language 
contained  in  Title  IV,  Motor  Carrier  Act  ^ 
1991,  of  tile  Intermodal  Surfece 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991.  Section 
4002(c]  of  Title  IV  allows  for  the  use  of 
MCSAP  grant  fiinds  in.  the  ‘^enforcement  of 
State  traffic  laws  and  regulations  designed  to 
promote  safe  operation  ^  commeieial  motor 
vehicles.’*'  In  addition.  Section  4i]02(g)(4)(A)  of 
Title  IV  eannaika  funds  through  FY  1997  for 
“traffic  enfnrcpment  with  respect  to 
commercial  motor  vehicla  drivers . .  .  carried 
out  in  coiqunction  with,  an  appropriate 
inspection.  .  .  .”  Because  expenditures  for 
traffic  enforcement  coupled  with  appropriate 
inspection  activities  are  now  reimbursable 
under  the  program,  it  follows  that  the  costa  of 
certain  equipment  directly  related  to  the 
j;>erfonnance  of  these  functions  by  MCSAP 
officers  should  be  eh^ble  and  allocable  to 
States. 

Thus,  costs  associated  with  tiie  purchase  of 
radar  and  VASCAR  speed  detection  devices 
for  MCSAP^fruided  trafih;  enforcement 
activities  are  eligible  for  reimbursement 
However,  hF  such  a  device  is  not  160  percent 
dedicated  to  the  MCSAP,  the  program  will 
only  bear  the  corresponding  percentage  of  the 
costa  for  the  device,  ie.,  if  it  is  used  40 
percent  of  the  time  in  eligible  traffic 
enforcement  activities  involving  commercial 
motor  vehicles,  the  program  wiU  bear  40 
percent  of  its  cost 

Please  make  the  appropriate  changes  in 
your  Reference  Guide  ta  reflect  that  the 
previous  speed  detection  equipment  policies 
have  been  superseded  by  t^  memorandum. 
Please  direct  any  comments,  questions,  or 
concerns  regarding  this  policy  to  Dave 
Osiecki  at  FTS  366-4340. 

Michael  F.  Trentacoste 


Date:  Mardi  S,  1992. 

Rep^  to  Attn,  of:  HEP-23. 

Subject  Infonaation:  Flexibility  in  the 
Intermodal  Smdace  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act  USTEA). 

From:  Executive  Dirsctor. 

To:  Regfonal  Federal  Hi^way 

Adkakiistrators,  Fe^ral  Lands  Hi^way 
Pre^am  Admiaistratar. 

Tohighligbttite  flsxibibty  in  tha  use  of 
highway  and  transit  funds  within  the 
Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficieney 
Act  (ISTEA)  of  1991,  the  Federal  Transit 
AdmkHStratioii  (FTA)  and  the  Federal 
Highway  Adnmistaation  sent  out  the 
attached  letter  to  tiaasportatien 
professionals  representing  State  Departments 
of  Transportetien,  Metropolitan  Planning 
Organizations  (MPO’s),  and  transit  operators. 
I  endorse  this  flexibility  message  and 
challenge  you  to  take  an  active  role  in 
working  with  the  States  and  MPO's  in 
implementing  mttitimodal  transportation 
plans  and  programs. 

1  want  t^  flexibility  to  work  the  way  it 
was  intended  to,  that  Is;  for  transportation 
investment  decirions  to  be  made  on  a  level 
playing  field,  with  no  built-in  biases  or 
up^nt  advantages  given  to  one  mode  over 
another.  This  fowl  ^ying  field  is  supported 
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by  the  equivalent  cost  sharing  for  highway 
and  transit  capital  projects  and  the  enhanced 
metropolitan  planning  provisions  and  the 
new  requirement  for  statewide  planning  in 
ISTEA.  The  planning  provisions  provide  the 
framework  for  evaluating  multimodal 
transportation  options  and  making  cost 
effective  transportation  investment  decisions. 

I  am  committed  to  seeing  a  fair  and 
unbiased  evaluation  of  modal  alternatives 
carried  out  through  the  statewide  and 
metropolitan  transportation  planning  and 
programming  processes.  To  that  end,  I  will 
continue  to  work  with  my  colleagues  in  FTA 
and  task  you  to  do  the  same  with  the  States, 
MPO's  and  the  FTA  representatives  in  your 
Region. 

E.  Dean  Carlson 
Attachment 

Federal  Highway  Administration 
March  2, 1992. 

Dear  Colleague:  One  of  the  most  important 
aspects  of  the  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  E^iciency  Act  of  1991 
(ISTEA)  is  the  increased  flexibility  of  Federal 
Highway  Administration  (FHWA)  and 
Federal  Transit  Administration  (ITA)  funds. 
The  purpose  of  this  letter  is  to  inform  you  of 
■the  funds  available  and  to  encourage  you  to 
take  advantage  of  this  flexibility  as  you  plan 
and  establish  your  project  priorities. 

ISTEA  establishes  a  new  FHWA  Surface 
Transportation  Program  (STP)  which 
provides  block  grant-type  funding  which  can 
be  used  for  any  type  of  highway  or  transit 
capital  project  involving  either  mode.  FTA 
Section  9  fiwds,  capital-only,  can  be  used  for 
highway  projects  as  long  as  certain  speciRc 
requirements  are  met.  Flexible  funding  is  also 
available  from  the  National  highway  System 
(NHS)  program  and  the  Congestion 
Mitigation  and  Air  Quality  (CMAQ)  program 
as  well  as  a  number  of  other  program 
sources. 

Congestion  Mitigation  and  Air  Quality 
program  funds  are  available  in  ozone  and 
carbon  monoxide  non-attainment  areas  for 
programs  and  projects,  highway  or  transit, 
which  contribute  to  attainment  of  a  National 
Ambient  Air  Quality  Standard.  Projects  such 
as  transit  capital  improvements,  high 
occupancy  vehicle  treatments  and  demand 
management  projects  are  eligible,  if  they  can 
be  shown  to  help  meet  air  quality  standards. 
Enclosed  is  more  detailed  guidance  on  this 
program. 

Under  certain  conditions.  National 
Highway  System  program  funds  may  be  used 
for  transit  projects  in  NHS  freeway  corridors. 
In  addition,  NHS  funds  may  be  transferred  to 
the  STP  program  and  used  for  all  STP-eligible 
activities. 

FTA  and  FHWA  have  reached  agreement 
on  procedures  for  handling  transit  projects 
funded  with  FHWA  funds  and  vice  versa.  In 
the  near  future,  we  will  be  issuing  guidance 
on  these  procedures. 

We  encourage  State  and  local  officials  to 
consider  use  of  these  funds  on  the  basis  of 
the  multi-modal  transportation  planning/ 
programming  process  also  outlined  in  the 
new  legislation.  The  new  transportation 
planning  and  programming  process 
established  by  the  ISTEA  will  provide  the 
forum  for  making  transportation  investment 


decisions  through  a  coordinated  State  and 
metropolitan  area-wide  process. 

For  your  information,  we  have  enclosed  a 
table  which  shows  the  amount  of  STP  funding 
which  is  allocated  to  each  State,  and  how 
much  of  these  funds  are  attributable  to  each 
urbanized  area  over  200,000  population 
within  the  States.  In  addition,  the  table 
includes  the  total  amount  of  Section  9  funds 
allocated  to  each  urbanized  area  and  how 
much  of  these  funds  are  capital  only,  and 
thus  available  for  highway  projects  in 
transportation  management  areas  (urbanized 
areas  over  200,000  population).  The  table  also 
shows  the  amount  of  NHS  and  CMAQ  funds 
available  in  each  State. 

We  encourage  you  to  use  the  flexibility 
provided  through  this  landmark  legislation. 
We  will  keep  you  informed  of  our  progress  in 
developing  ^e  details  on  implementing  this 
important  new  aspect  of  our  programs.  Please 
do  not  hesitate  to  contact  our  field  offices  as 
specific  questions  arise. 

Sincerely, 

Brian  W.  Clymer, 

Administrator,  Federal  Transit 
Administration. 

Thomas  D.  Larson, 

Administrator,  Federal  Highway 
Administration. 

Enclosures 

Date:  February  20, 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HEP-41. 

Subject:  Information:  Interim  Guidance  on  the 
Congestion  Mitigation  and  Air  Quality 
Improvement  Program  (CAMQ  Program). 
From:  Associate  Administrator  for  Program 
Development. 

To:  Regional  Federal  Highway 

Administrators,  Federal  Lands  Highway 
Program  Administrator. 

The  intent  of  this  memorandum  is  to 
provide  interim  guidance  for  the  obligation  of 
the  funds  for  the  CMAQ  program  (CM  funds), 
provided  by  the  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA)  of 
1991. 

States  That  Ate  in  Nonattainment 

This  program  allows  a  State  to  obligate 
funds,  apportioned  under  this  program,  for 
congestion  mitigation  and  transportation  air 
quality  improvement  projects  and  programs 
in  ozone  and  carbon  monoxide  (CO) 
nonattainment  areas.  Such  projects  and 
programs  must,  or  be  determined  likely  te, 
contribute  to  attainment  of  a  National 
Ambient  Air  Quality  Standard  (NASSQS).  All 
such  projects  and  programs  must  come  from 
a  conforming  transportation  plan  and 
transportation  improvement  program  (TIP), 
and  be  consistent  with  the  conformity 
provisions  contained  in  Section  176(c)  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act.  Projects  also  need  to  complete 
the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA)  requirements  and  be  included  in  the 
appropriate  Statewide  program. 

Geographic  Allocation 

States  which  have  ozone  and/or  CO 
nonattainment  areas,  which  meet  the 
nonattainment  classifications  contained  in 
the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  (CAAA)  of 


1990,  must  use  these  apportioned  funds  in 
such  nonattainment  areas.  We  would  suggest 
that  the  State  allocate  the  use  of  these  funds 
to  the  various  nonattainment  areas  in 
consultation  with  the  affected  metropolitan 
planning  organizations. 

Eligible  Projects  and  Programs 

Transportation  projects  and  programs  are 
elgible  for  CMAQ  program  funds  only  if  they 
meet  certain  criteria  spelled  out  in  the  ISTEA 
(see  attached).  In  determining  project 
eligibility  under  these  criteria,  priority  should 
be  given  to  implementing  those  projects  and 
programs  that  have  documented  emissions 
reductions  associated  with  them,  and  are 
included  in  an  approved  State 
Implementation  Plan  (SIP)  as  a  transportation 
control  measure  (TCM).  The  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  (EPA)  and  DOT  have 
agreed  that  the  following  meet  the  criteria 
and  may  be  funded  without  project-level  air 
quality  analysis  and  further  consultation  with 
the  EPA: 

1.  Transportation  activities  in  approved 
SIP. 

2.  The  TCMs  included  in  Section 
108(b)(1)(A)  of  the  CAAA  of  1990,  (see 
attached)  except  items  xii  and  xvi  which  are 
specifically  exduded  by  the  ISTEA. 

3.  Developing  and  establishing 
management  systems  for  traffic  congestion, 
public  transportation  facilities  and 
equipment,  and  intermodal  transportation 
facilities  and  systems,  where  it  can  be 
demonstrated  that  they  are  likely  to 
contribute  to  the  attainment  of  a  NAAQS. 

4.  Capital  and  operating  costs  for  traffic 
monitoring,  management,  and  control 
facilities  and  programs,  where  it  can  be 
demonstrated  that  they  are  likely  to 
contribute  to  the  attainment  of  a  NAAQS. 
However,  CAMQ  program  funds  may  not 
replace  existing  local  and  State  funds  used 
for  operating  costs,  but  are  intended  to 
augment  and  reinforce  new  efforts. 

5.  Construction  of  bicycle  and  pedestrian 
facilities,  nonconstruction  projects  related  to 
safe  bicycle  use,  and  State  bicycle/ 
pedestrian  coordinator  positions,  as 
established  in  the  ISTEA,  for  promoting  and 
facilitating  the  increased  use  of  nonmotorized 
modes  of  transportation.  This  includes  public 
education,  promotional,  and  safety  programs 
for  using  such  facilities.  Details  on  such 
positions  will  be  discussed  in  a  separate 
memorandum. 

Other  projects  and  programs  may  be 
funded  if,  after  consultation  with  ^A, 

FHWA  determines  they  are  likely  to 
contribute  to  attainment  of  a  NAAQS.  The 
CMAQ  program  funds  may  also  be  used  for 
preliminary  engineering  (including 
environmental  or  NEPA  documents), 
associated  with  projects  and  programs  that 
have  air  quality  benefrts,  and  related  project 
development  activities.  This  would  include 
planning  directly  related  to  a  TCM  or 
feasibility  developmental  studies  for  any 
other  eligible  project  or  program. 

Consultation  with  EPA 

The  FHWA  Regional  Offices  should 
establish  a  consultation  and  coordination 
process  with  their  respective  EPA  Regional 
Ofrices  to  obtain  information  for  FHWA's 
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determination  whether  or  not  individual 
projects  and  programs,  that  are  not  part  of  an 
approved  SIP,  are  likely  to  contribute  to  the 
NAAQS.  Consultation  with  EPA  is  not 
required  for  individual  TCMs  that  are  already 
included  in  an  approved  SIP. 

Limitation  of  Construction  of  Single- 
Occupant  Vehicle  Capacity 

Construction  projects  which  will  add  new 
capacity  for  single-occupant  vehicles  are  not 
eligible  under  this  program,  unless  the  project 
consists  of  a  high-occupancy  vehicle  (HOV) 
facility  available  to  single-occupant  vehicles 
only  at  other  than  peak  travel  times.  For 
purposes  of  this  program,  construction  of 
added  capacity  for  single-occupant  vehicles 
means  the  addition  of  general  purpose 
through  lanes  to  an  existing  facility,  which 
are  not  HOV  lanes,  or  a  highway  on  new 
location. 

State  Monitoring  and  Reporting 

Documentation  of  the  uses  of  CMAQ  funds 
is  now  being  considered  along  with  other 
ISTEA  documentation  needs.  Any 


requirements  of  this  kind  will  be  covered  in 
future  guidance. 

States  That  Are  in  Attainment 

States  that  do  not  have  any  ozone  and  CO 
nonattainment  areas,  which  meet  the 
nonattainment  classiHcations  contained  in 
the  CAAA,  may  use  their  funds  for  any 
eligible  projects  under  the  Surface 
Transportation  Program.  These  are  Arkansas, 
Hawaii,  Idaho,  Iowa,  Kansas,  Mississippi, 
Nebraska,  North  Dakota,  Oklahoma,  Puerto 
Rico,  South  Dakota,  Vermont,  and  Wyoming. 
We  would  encourage  any  of  these  States 
which  also  have  particulate  matter  (PM-10) 
nonattainment  areas  (Puerto  Rico,  ^uth 
Dakota),  and  those  that  achieve  attainment  of 
ozone  and  CO  standards  in  the  future  but  still 
have  PM-10  nonattainment  areas,  to  give 
priority  to  the  use  of  these  funds  for  projects 
and  programs  that  contribute  to  attainment  of 
the  ^-10  standard.  This  priority  should  be 
given  only  if  mobile  sources  are  considered 
major  contributors  of  such  nonattainment. 

For  States  that  are  in  attainment  or  achieve 
attainment  of  transportation-related  NAAQS, 
we  would  further  encourage  them  to  give 


priority  to  the  use  of  CMAQ  program  funds  to 
the  development  of  congestion  management 
systems  and  the  implementation  of  projects 
and  programs  produced  by  that  system. 

General 

Federal  Share 

Federal  share  for  eligible  activities  and 
projects  is  80  percent  or  90  percent  if  used  on 
the  Interstate  System,  with  sliding  scale  rates 
not  to  exceed  95  percent.  However,  certain 
activities  identiSed  in  Section  120(c)  of  Title 
23  (including  traffic  control  signalization,  and 
commuter  carpooling  and  vanpooling)  may  be 
funded  at  100  percent  Federal  share  if  they 
meet  the  conditions  of  that  section. 

Further  Information 

Additional  guidance  will  be  issued  on  this 
program  at  a  later  date.  If  you  have  any 
questions  on  this  new  program  or  this  interim 
guidance,  please  contact  Mr.  James  M. 
Shrouds  at  FTS  366-2074  of  my  staff. 

Thomas  O.  Willett  for  Anthony  R.  Kane 
2  Attachments 

BILUMO  CODE  4910-22-M 


S»-MiOCATION  OF  R  im  SUFOGC  TIM 


MNDATOtr  SMUT  MOUNTS 


MilMM 

MiSIA 

MIZOM 

lUKMSAS 

CM.IFOWIA 

COLOIAOO 

GOWaTICUT 

KLMME 

OIST.  (f  COL. 

aoiiM 

SOttU 

HMAII 

IBMO 

ILLINOIS 

INIUM 

lOM 

IMSAS 

lENTUCIT 

LOUISIMA 

MK 

NMTLMB 

lUSSACHUSnTS 

HICNIGM 

NIHNCSOTA 

Nississirri 

Hissomi 

NONTANA 

NDIASIA 

KVADA 

MENHANrSNIK 

n  JEisn 

Bmico  . 

TttK 

NOITH  CAMLINA 
NOITH  BAIOTA 
OHIO 

OILMOHA  ^ 


PtOTECTIVE 

lEVICE 

1.610,192 
1,219,593 
788,041 
1,069,323 
5,091,358 
1,101,364 
523,805 
252,388 
105,364 
2,343,354 
2,348,132 
195,897 
714,660 
3,963,131 
2,481,188 
1.6S.729 
1,783,108 
1,267,517 
1,366,646 
469,029 
713,643 
256,597 
1,897,076 
2,020,968 
1,120,004 
1,721,612 
806,684 
1,330,662 
391,995 
306,480 
1,118,588 
602,923 
,^.174,542 
i  1,990,663 
1,404,592 
2,380.993 
1,533,741 


aiRINATION 
OF  HAZAnS 

1,610,192 

1,219,593 

788,040 

1,069,323 

5,091,358 

1,101,364 

523,805 

252,388 

105,364 

2,343,353 

2,348,132 

195,896 

714,660 

3,963,130 

2,481,187 

1,673,728 

1,783,108 

1,267,517 

1,366,645 

469,028 

713,643 

256,597 

1,897,076 

2,020,968 

1,120,003 

1,721,611 

806,683 

1.330.661 
391,995 
306,480 

1,118,587 

602,923 

2,174,541 

1.990.662 
1,404,591 
2,380,992 
1,533,741 


HAZAID 

aiHIHATION 

2,987,824 

828,325 

2,025,656 

1,742,940 

14.159,451 

2,327,131 

1,841,942 

828,325 

828,325 

6,248,540 

3,994,783 

828,325 

1,132,419 

7,422,690 

3,840,689 

2,381,310 

1,921,606 

2,648,972 

2,427,055 

828,325 

2.514,791 

859,851 

4,322,643 

3,488,032 

2,076,141 

3,300,517 

1,153,693 

1,784,553 

886,240 

828,325 

3,517,290 

1,254,090 

7,506,343 

4,072,329 

1^238,907 

5.182.782 

2,5K,397 


OmONAL 

SAFER 

ANOUNTS 

995,255 

7,921,261 

1,940,520 

5,195,759 

1,210,164 

1,670,975 

1,185,987 

691,309 

6,368,387 

2,275,113 

4,393,936 

1,871,491 

1,264,474 

481,596 

0 

982,838 

0 

648,595 

993,261 

0 

0 

61,555 

62,656 

0 

2,578,894 

410.270 

1,611,523 

1,213,900 

4.003.794 

3,307,535 

62,182 

0 

0 

0 


KMNSTLVMIA 

1,017,108 

1,017,108 

2,610,831 

0 

MODE  ISLAN8 

222,507 

222,506 

828,325 

895,893 

SOUTH  CAMLINA 

1,292,463 

1,292,463 

2,307,995 

520,940 

SOUTH  BAIOTA 

827,416 

827,416 

1,136,573 

1,387,315 

TEMCSSEE 

1,633,692 

1,633,692 

3,287,836 

549,734 

TEXAS 

5,453,140 

5,453,140 

10,656,567 

4,323,765 

UTM 

576,500 

576,499 

1,214,349 

1,466,317 

VEMONT 

309,316 

309,315 

828,325 

874,955 

VIKINIA 

1,365,602 

1,365,602 

3,511,429 

43,277 

HASHINGTON 

859,109 

859,108 

1.908,896 

0 

NEST  VIKINIA 

795,093  . 

795,092 

1,288.506 

0 

HISCONSIN 

1,964,511 

1,964,510 

3,614,824 

1,788,760 

HTONIK 

456,159 

456,159 

828.325 

1,763,375 

rUEITQ  IICO 

•339,801 

339,801 

1,669,715 

0 

TOTAL 

70,316,938 

'  70.316.914 

145,784,49 

67,009,481 

33H  ■ 

3SN  ' 

33P 

33A 

NOTE:  '  TIE  STATE  FIIXIIILITT  AHOUNT  AM  GIANB  TOTAL  INCLUDES  TIC  1/2  OF  T» 

7,203,463 

lllli8,772 

5,542,257 

3,881,586 

29,537,926 

5,748,823 

4,560,527 

2,519,008 

I, 730,362 
17,303,634 
10,966,160 

5,614,054 

4.433.230 
16,613,425 
9,284,580 

5.728.767 
5,487,822 
6,166,844 
5,160,346 
2,414,977 
4,935,338 

I, 373,045 
8,116,795 
7,591,523 
4,378,804 
6,743,740 

5.337.954 
4,856,146 
3,281,753 
2,655,185 
5,754,465 
6,463,730 

II, 855,426 

II, 361,189 
4,110,272 

9.944.767 
5,622,879 
4,435,371 
4,645.047 

2.169.231 
5,413,861 
4,178.720 

7.104.954 
25,806,612 

3,833,665 

2,321,911 

6,285,910 

3,627,113 

2,878,693 

9.332,605 

3,504.018 

2,349,317 

353,427,802 
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UMANIZED  AREAS  APPORTIONMENT 


AUTHORIZES  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1992 


STP 

DONOR 

STATE  BONUS 

NININUN  ALLOCATION 

TOTAL 

DISTRIBUTION 

DISTRIBUTION 

DISTRIBUTION 

DISTRIBUTION 

STATE  AND  URBANIZED  AREA 

TO  URBAN  AREAS 

TO  URBAN  AREAS 

TO  URBAN  AREAS 

TO  URBAN  AREAS 

OVER  2001 

OVER  2001 

OVER  2001 

OVER  200K 

ALABAMA 

BIRNIN^ 

COLUMBUS  (6A) 

5,S4S,094 

513,500 

1,099,655 

7,158,249 

287,811 

26,653 

57,076 

371,540 

NOBILE 

2,682,294 

248,392 

531,929 

3,462,615 

NONTGOHERY 

1,871,978 

173,354 

371,235 

2,416,567 

TOTAL 

10,387,177 

961,899 

2,059,895 

13,408,971 

ALASIA 

ANCHORAGE 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL 

0 

0 

0 

0 

ARIZONA 

PHOENIX 

1S,168,3S1 

1,794,603 

1 

7,879,849 

24,842,803 

TUCSON 

4,379,359 

518,132 

2,275,045 

7,172,536 

TOTAL 

19,547,710 

2,312,735 

10,154,894 

32,015,339 

ARIANSAS 

LITTLE  ROCI-NORTH  LITTLE  ROCI 
NENPHIS  (TN-NS) 

2,521,038 

175,786 

1,866,551 

4,563,375 

285,663 

19,919 

211,502 

517,084 

TOTAL 

2,806,701 

195,705 

2.078,053 

5,080,459 

CALIFORNIA 

BAIERSFIELD 

1,501,734 

296,423 

404,136 

2,202,293 

FRESNO 

2,250,022 

444,126 

605,511 

3,299,659 

LOS  ANGELES-LONG  BEACH 

56,589,238 

11,170,002 

15,228,921 

82,988,161 

NODESTO 

1,144,440 

225,898 

307,984 

1,678,322 

OXNARD-VENTURA-THOUSANO  OAIS 

2,384,481 

470,666 

,  641,696 

3,496,843 

SACRAMENTO 

5,444,091 

1,074,595 

1,465,078 

7,983,764 

SAN  BERNAROINO-RIVERSIDE 

5,807,315 

1,146,291 

1,562,826 

8,516,432 

SAN  DIEGO 

11,654,456 

2,300,443 

3,136,370 

17,091,269 

SAN  FRANCISCO-OARAND 

18,012,147 

3,555,371 

4,847,310 

26,414,828 

SAN  JOSE 

7,121,548 

1,405,704 

1,916,504 

10,443,756 

STOCITON 

1,300,452 

256,693 

349,969 

1,907,114 

TOTAL 

113,209,924 

22,346,212 

30,466,305 

166,022,441 

COLORADO 

COLORADO  SPRINGS 

3,075,172 

0 

0 

3,075,172 

DENVER 

13,224,320 

0 

0 

13,224,320 

TOTAL  ' 

16,299,492 

0 

0 

16,299,492 

CONNECTICUT 

BRIDGEPORT 

2,870,956 

0 

0  ■ 

2,870,956 

HARTFORD 

3,788,961 

0 

0 

3,788,961 

NERIDEN-NEN  NAVEN  ,  . 

3,131,946 

0 

;  ;  0 

3,131,946 

SPRINGFIELD-CNICOPEE-HOLYOIE  NA) 
HORCESTER  (CONNECTICUT) 

472,026 

0 

0 

472,026 

3,850 

0 

8 

3,850 

TOTAL 

10,267,739 

0 

0 

10,267,739 

DELAUARE  ^ 

UaHINGTON  INJ-ND) 

7,713,216 

0 

;  0 

7,713,216 

;  TOTAL 

7,713,216 

0 

:  i  0 

7,713,216 

■  BIST.  OF’COL.  ‘  .  r  ' 

MASNINGTON  (ND-VA) 

8,651,815 

0 

'(  'N  ■  0  ■ 

8,651,815 

TOTAL 

8,651,815 

0 

MU  ■  0 

8,651,815 
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AUTHORIZED  FOR  FISCAL  TEAR  1992 


STATE  AND  URBANIZED  AREA 

STP 

DISTRIBUTION 

TO  URBAN  AREAS 
OVER  2001 

DONOR 

STATE  BONUS 
DISTRIBUTION 

TO  URBAN  AREAS 
OVER  2001 

NININUM  ALLOCATION 
DISTRIBUTION 

TO  URBAN  AREAS 

OVER  2001 

TOTAL 

DISTRIBUTION 

TO  URBAN  AREAS 
OVER  2001 

FLORIDA 

DAYTONA  BEACH 

FORT  LAUDERDALE-HOUmOOB 

FORT  MYERS 

JAdSONVILLE 

NaBOURNE-COCOA 

MIAMI 

ORLANDO 

PENSACOLA 

ST.  PETE-aEARNATEMANPA 
SARASOTA-BRADENTON 

NEST  PALN  BEACH 

1,480,146 
8,279,618 
1,474,870 
4,937,897 
2,046,128 
12,803,666 
8,932,367 
1,695, S87 

5,315,288 

222,839 

1,246,514 

222,045 

743,411 

308,049 

1,927,618 

893,130 

255,274 

1,720,275 

447,393 

800,227 

800,506 

4,477,860 

797,653 

2,670,559 

1,106,606 

6,924,597 

3,208,398 

917,023 

6,179,754 

1,60^172 

2,874,663 

2,503,491 

14,003,992 

2,494,568 

8,351,867 

3,460,783 

21,655,881 

10,033,895 

2,867,884 

19,326,471 

5,026,245 

8,990,178 

TOTAL 

58,363,689 

8,786,775 

31,564,791 

98,715,255 

GEORGIA 

ATLANTA  ,  . 

AUGUSTA  (SC) 

CHATTANOOGA  TN 

COLUMBUS  (ALI 

18,263,396 

1.836.678 
390,980 

1.594.678 

1,839,779 

185,019 

39,386 

160,641 

7,849,633 

789,406 

168,044 

685,395 

27,952,808 

2,811,103 

598,410 

2,440,714 

TOTAL 

22,085,732 

2,224,825 

9,492,478 

33,803,035 

HAHAII 

HONOLULU 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL 

0 

0 

0 

0 

ILLINOIS 

CHICAGO-NORTHHESTERN  INDIANA  IN) 
DAVENPORT-ROCI  ISLAND-NOLINE  lA 
PEORIA 

ROCIFORD  ,  . 

ST.  LOUIS  (NO) 

45,790,701 

981,550 

1,761,199 

1,510,289 

2,385,776 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

45,790,701 

981,550 

1,761,199 

1,510,289 

2,385,776 

TOTAL 

52,429,515 

0 

0 

52,429,515 

INDIANA 

CHICAGO-NORTHHESTERN  INDIANA  (IL) 
FORT  NAYNE 

INDIANAPOLIS  , 

LOUISVILLE  (lY 

SOUTH  BEND  (MI) 

4,111,081 

2,080,128 

7,659,568 

838,661 

1,801,783 

377,875 

191,197 

704,038 

77,087 

165,613 

2,115,584 

1,070,445 

3,941,654 

431,579 

927,207 

6,604,540 

3,341,770 

12,305,260 

1,347,327 

2,894,603 

TOTAL 

16,491,221 

1,515,810 

8,486,469 

26,493,500 

IONA 

DAVENPORT-ROCI  ISLAND-NOLINE  (IL) 
DES  MOINES 

OMAHA  (NE) 

1,330,194 

3,029,334 

617,800 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,330,194 

3,029,334 

617,800 

TOTAL 

4,977,328 

0 

0 

4,977,328 

lANSAS 

lANSAS  Cin  (NO) 

NICHITA 

5,318,754 

3,752,085 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,318,754 

3,752,085 

TOTAL 

9,070,839 

0 

0 

9,070,839 

lENTUClY 

CINCINNATI  (OH) 

LEXINGTON-FAYETTE 

LOUISVILLE  (IN) 

1,977,490 

1,846,566 

5,478,571 

188,045 

175,595 

520,971 

199,049 

185,870 

551,457 

2,364,584 

2,208,031 

6,550,999 

TOTAL 

9,302,627 

884,611 

936,376 

11,123,614 

TOTAL 
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STATE  AND  URBANIZED  AREA 

SIP 

DISftIBOnON 

TO  URBAI  AREAS 
UVEtSOUK 

DONOR 

STATE  BONUS 
DlSniMTION 

TO  UttAN  AREAS 
OVER  2001 

HININUN  ALLOCATION 
DisTumriON 

TO  (MAI  AREAS 

OVER  2001 

TOTAL 

DISTRIBUTION 

TO  URBAN  AREAS 

OVER  2001 

LOUISIANA 

BATON  ROUGE 

NEN  ORLEANS 

SHREVEPORT 

2,237.446 

6,360,143 

1,568,223 

321,955 

915,187 

225,658 

102,799 

292,216 

72,052 

2,662,208 

7,567,546 

1,865,933 

TOTAL 

10,165,812 

1,462,800 

467,067 

12,095,679 

HARYLAND 

BALTINORE  , 

HASHIN6T0N  (DC-VA 

NILNIN6T0N  (DE-NJ) 

9,753,452 

7,333,639 

70,869 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,753,452 

7,333,639 

70,869 

TOTAL 

17,157,960 

0 

0 

17,157,960 

NASSACHUSETTS 

BOSTON 

LANRENCE-HAVERHIU  (NN) 
PROVIDENCE-PAHTUCIET-UMHICI 
SPRINGFIELD-CHICOPS'mYOIE 
HORCESTER 

3,166,922 
,  ,  241,909 

(RI  106,223 

(CT)  530,263 

359,567 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,166,922 

241,109 

106,223 

538,263 

359,567 

TOTAL 

4,404,884 

0 

0 

4,404,884 

NICHIGAN 

ANN  ARBOR 

DETROIT 

FLINT 

GRAND  RAPIDS 

LANSING  ,  . 

SOUTH  Bm  (IN) 

TOLEDO  (OH) 

969,535 

16,143,694 

1,423,441 

1,905,076 

1,157,425 

99,328 

82,157 

249,268 

4,150,543 

365,967 

489,795 

297,574 

25,537 

21,122 

439,931 

7,325,276 

645,893 

864,437 

525,187 

45,071 

37,279 

1,658,734 

27,619,513 

2,435,301 

3,259,308 

1,980,186 

169,936 

140,558 

TOTAL 

21,780,656 

5,599,806 

9,883,074 

37,263,536 

NINNESOTA 

HINNEAPOLIS-ST.  PAUL 

18,042,915 

0 

0 

18,042,915 

TOTAL 

18,042,915 

0 

0 

18.042.915 

HISSISSIPPI 

JACISON  , 

NENPHIS  (TN-AR) 

2,461,360 

249,646 

189,732 

19,244 

739,744 

75,029 

3,390,836 

343,919 

TOTAL 

2,711,006 

208,976 

814,773 

3,734,755 

NISSOURI 

KANSAS  CITY  (KS) 

ST.  LOUIS  (IL) 

5,239,062 

10,663,227 

690,670 

1,405,741 

2,604,456 

5,300,930 

8,534,188 

17,369,898 

TOTAL 

15,902,289 

2,096,411 

7.905,386 

25,904,086 

NEBRASKA 

OHAHA  (lA) 

7,451,689 

0 

0 

7,451,689 

TOTAL 

7,451,689 

0 

0 

-  7,451,689 

NEVADA 

LAS  VEGAS 

RENO 

5,331,746 

1,634,255 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,331,746 

1,634,255 

TOTAL 

6,966,001 

0 

0 

6,966,001 

NEN  HAMPSHIRE  .  , 

.  LANRENCE-HAVERHILL  (HA) 

303,541 

0 

0 

303,541 

TOTAL 

303,541 

0 

0 

303,541 
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AUTHORIZED  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1992 


STATE  AND  URBANIZED  AREA 

STP 

DISTRIBUTION 

TO  URBAN  AREAS 
OVER  2001 

DONOR 

STATE  BONUS 
DISTRIBUTION 

TO  URBAN  AREAS 
OVER  2001 

NININUN  ALLOCATION 
DISTRIBUTION 

TO  URBAN  AREAS 

OVER  2001 

TOTAL 

DISTRIBUTION 

TO  URBAN  AREAS 
OVER  2001 

NEN  JERSEY 

ALLENTONN-BETHLEHEN-EASTON  (PA) 

NEN  YORI-NORTHEASTERN  NJ  (NY) 
PHILADELPHIA  (PA) 

TRENTON  (PA) 

HILHINGTON  (DE-ND) 

92,371 

19,034,236 

3,516,894 

951,719 

96,934 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

92,371 

19,034,236 

3,516,894 

951,719 

96,934 

TOTAL 

23,692,154 

0 

0 

23,692,154 

NEN  MEXICO 

ALBUQUERQUE 

EL  PASO  (NEN  MEXICO) 

10,604,301 

174,470 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL 

10,778,771 

0 

0 

10,778,771 

NEN  YORI 

ALBANY-SCHENECTADY-TROY 

BUFFALO 

NEN  YORI-NORTHEASTERN  NJ  (NJ) 
ROCHESTER 

SYRACUSE 

1,677,464 

3,144,449 

36,013,922 

2,041,708 

1,281,454 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,677,464 

3,144,449 

36,013,922 

2,041,708 

1,281,454 

TOTAL 

44,158,997 

0 

0 

44,158,997 

NORTH  CAROLINA 

CHARLOTTE 

DURHAM 

FAYETTEVIUE 

RALEIGH 

3,904,365 

1,759,847 

2,071,855 

2,621,709 

424,101 

191,158 

225,050 

284,776 

1,333,251 

600,947 

707,491 

895,253 

5,661,717 

2,551,952 

3,004,396 

3,801,738 

TOTAL 

10,357,776 

1,125,085 

3,536,942 

15,019,803 

OHIO 

AIRON 

CANTON 

CINCINNATI  (lY) 

CLEVaAND 

COLUMBUS 

DAYTON 

LORAIN-aYRIA 

TOLEDO  (HI) 

YOUNGSTONN-HARREN 

2,419,756 

1,121,152 

4,475,538 

7,689,726 

4,333,024 

2,812,170 

1,027,229 

2,156,058 

1,657,720 

468,772 

217,198 

867,033 

1,489,708 

839,424 

544,794 

199,002 

417,687 

321,145 

1,414,725 

655,488 

2,616,650 

4,495,844 

2,533,328 

1,644,152 

600,575 

1,260,552 

969,196 

4,303,253 

1,993,838 

7,959,221 

13,675,278 

7,705,776 

5,001,116 

1,826,806 

3,834,297 

2,948,061 

,  TOTAL 

27,692,373 

5,364,763 

16,190,510 

49,247,646 

OILAHONA 

OILAHONA  CITY 

TULSA  . 

7,010,981 

4,242,456 

622,406 

376,628 

2,668,239 

1,614,593 

10,301,626 

6,233,677 

,  TOTAL 

11,253,437 

999,034 

4,282,832 

16,535,303 

OREGON  ,  . 

PORTLAND  (HA) 

7,838,860 

752,511 

130,787 

8,722,158 

TOTAL 

7,838,860 

752,511 

.  130,787  , 

,  .8,722,158 

PENNSYLVANIA 

ALLENTONN-BETHLEHEN-EASTON  (NJ) 
HARRISBURG 

PHILAOaPHIA  NJ 

PITTSBURGH 

SCRANTON--NILIES-BARRE 

TRENTON  (NJ) 

NILNINGTON  (PENNSYLVANIA) 

753,776 

572,544 

6,406,260 

3,281,469 

758,870 

83,869 

3,673 

0. 

0 

0 

0: 

1 

0 

o' 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

753,776 
572,544 
6,406,260 
3,281,469 
'  ■  758,870 

I  83,869 

;  '  3,673 

TOTAL 

11,860,461 

0 

.1,0 

i  11,860^461 

1 
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URBANIZED  AREAS  APfOfillONNENl 
AUTHORIZED  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1992 


fAtt  S  OF  S 


STATE  AND  URBANIZED  AREA 

STP 

DISTRIBUTION 

TO  URBAN  AREAS 
OVER  2001 

DONOR 

STATE  BONUS 
DISTRIBUTION 

TO  URBAN  AREAS 
OVER  2801 

NIHINUH  ALLOCATION 
DISTRIBUTION 

TO  URBAN  AREAS 

OVER  2001 

TOTAL 

DISTRIBUTION 

TO  URBAN  AREAS 

OVER  2001 

RHODE  ISLAND 

PROVIDENCE-RANTUCIET-HARNICI  (NA) 

0 

0 

8,141,156 

TOTAL 

8, 141, ISA 

0 

0 

8,141,156 

SOUTH  CAROLINA 

AUGUSTA  (GA) 

CHARLESTON 

COLUHBIA 

GREENVILLE 

$39,848 

s.oss.sn 

2.$49.164 

1,926.712 

0 

8 

0 

0 

0 

0 

t 

539,848 

1,858,518 

2,549,164 

1.926,h2 

TOTAL 

8,074,234 

0 

8 

8,074,234 

TENNESSEE 

CHATTANOOGA  (GA) 

INOXVILLE 

NENPHIS  (AR-HS) 

NASHVILL^DAVIDSON 

1,826,510 

2,217,690 

5,544,859 

4,175,798 

238,406 

289,465 

723,745 

545,047 

606,342 

736,200 

1,840,712 

1,386,228 

2.671,258 

3,243,355 

8,109,316 

6,107,873 

TOTAL 

13,764,857 

1,796,663 

4,569,482 

20.131,802 

TEXAS 

AUSTIN 

CORPUS  CHRISTI 
,  DALLAS-FORT  NORTH 

EL  PASO 

HOUSTON 

HCALLEN-PHARR-EDINBURG 

SAN  ANTONIO 

4,282,364 

2,057,388 

24,369,953 

4,288,688 

22,111,397 

2,005,459 

8,603,878 

578,523 

277,940 

3,292,244 

579,378 

2,987,126 

270,926 

1,162,336 

1,220,961 

586,587 

6,948,210 

1,222,764 

6,304,265 

571,764 

2,453,885 

6,681,848 

2,921,907 

34,610,407 

6,090,830 

31,402,788 

2,848,169 

12,219,299 

TOTAL 

67,719,119 

9,148,473 

19,307,656 

96,175,248 

UTAH 

OGDEN 

PROVO-OREH 

SALT  LAIE  CITY 

2.883,254 

2,453,893 

8,783,339 

0 

0 

0 

0 

’  0 

0 

2,883,254 

2,453,893 

8,783,339 

TOTAL 

14,120,486 

I 

0 

14,120,486 

VIRGINIA 

NEHP  NEHS-HANPTON-VA  BEACtHIORFOL 
RICHNOND  . 

NASHINGTON  (DCHfD) 

6,720,861 

2,996,886 

6,781,989 

0 

0 

8 

0 

0 

0 

6,720,861 

2,996,886 

6,781,989 

TOTAL 

16,499,736 

0 

0 

16,499,736 

NASHINGTON. 

PORTLAND  (OR) 

seattle-everett 

SPOIANE 

TACONA 

624,116 

6,499,280 

1,039,826 

1,852,837 

.  0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

624,116 

6,499,280 

1,039,826 

1,852,837 

TOTAL 

10,016,059 

0 

0 

10,016,059 

NISCONSIN 

HADISON 

HILNAUKEE 

2,330,743 

11,697,719 

182,318 

915,031 

831,764 

4,174,525 

3,344,825 

16,787,275 

TOTAL 

14,028,462 

1,097,349 

5,006,289 

28,132,180 

PUERTO  RICO 

SAN  JUAN 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL 

0 

f  0 

tl 

0 

GRAND  TOTAL 

766,488,416 

68.880,443 

167,334,059 

1,002,702,918 

33C 

358 

34B 
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FEDERAL  TRANSIT  AD>nMSTRATl()N 
SECTION  9  PROGRAM 

FISCAL  YEAR  1992  SECTION  9  FUNDING 


URBANIZED  AREA 


OVER  1,000,000  IN  POPULATION; 

Atlanta,  GA . 

Baltiaore,  HD . 

Boston,  HA . 

Chicago,  IL-Northw«stern  IN.. 

Cincinnati,  OH-KY . 

Cleveland,  OH . 

Dallas-Fort  Worth,  TX . 

Denver,  CO . 

Detroit,  HI . 

Ft  Lauderdale-HoIlyirood-PoBpano  Bch,  FL. 

Houston,  TX . 

Kansas  City,  HO-KS . 

Los  Angeles,  CA . 

Miaai-Hialeah,  FL . 

Xilvaukee,  VI . 

Hinneapolis-St.  Paul,  MN . 

New  Orleans,  LA . 

New  York,  NY-Northeastern  NJ . 

Norfolk-Virginia  Beach-Newport  News,  VA. 

Philadelphia,  PA-NJ . 

Phoenix,  AZ . 

Pittsburgh,  PA . 

Portland-Vancouver,  OR-VA . 

Riverside-San  Bernardino,  CA . 

Sacramento,  CA . 

San  Antonio,  TX . 

San  Diego,  CA . 

San  Francisco-Oakland,  CA . 

San  Jose,  CA . 

San  Juan,  PR . 

Seattle,  WA . 

St.  Louis,  KO-IL . 

Taapa-St.  Petersburg-Clearwater,  FL . 

Washington,  DC-HD-VA . 


SUBTOTAL  . 

200,000-1,000,000  IN  POPUUTION: 

Akron,  OH . 

Albany-Schenectady-Troy,  NY . 

Albuquerque,  NM . 

Allentown-Bethlehea-Easton,  PA-NJ 

Anchorage,  AK . 

Ann  Arbor,  MI . 

Augusta,  GA-SC . 

Austin,  TX . 

Bakersfield,  CA . 

Baton  Rouge,  LA . 


TOTAL  OPERATING  CAPITAL 

APPORTIONMENT  ASSISTANCE  ONLY 

LIMITATION 


$25. 

133. 

997 

$6. 

068, 

717 

$19. 

065, 

280 

19. 

848. 

450 

9, 

713. 

473 

10, 

134. 

977 

53. 

387. 

031 

18. 

236. 

994 

35, 

150. 

037 

135. 

294, 

920 

51. 

072, 

,503 

84. 

222. 

417 

9. 

132. 

235 

5. 

261, 

537 

3, 

870. 

698 

16. 

948. 

533 

9. 

626. 

,869 

7. 

321. 

664 

22. 

217. 

872 

8. 

632. 

845 

13. 

585, 

027 

13. 

620. 

441 

5. 

893, 

,578 

h 

726, 

863 

25. 

367. 

.029 

21, 

372, 

.219 

3. 

994. 

810 

12. 

.450. 

.669 

7. 

,329, 

,916 

5. 

120, 

.753 

25. 

.993, 

.059 

9. 

,071. 

.304 

16, 

921, 

,755 

6. 

.840, 

.069 

4, 

.458, 

,217 

2. 

,381, 

,852 

113. 

.354, 

.908 

57, 

.003, 

,726 

56. 

,351, 

,182 

23. 

.215, 

,521 

8, 

,373, 

,127 

14, 

.842, 

,394 

11. 

.450, 

,990 

5, 

,455, 

.492 

5, 

.995, 

,498 

14. 

,527, 

,250 

7. 

,274. 

,074 

7. 

,253, 

,176 

10. 

,537, 

,105 

6, 

,598, 

,631 

3, 

,938, 

,474 

414, 

,009, 

,841 

132, 

,016, 

,635 

281, 

,993, 

,206 

7, 

,080, 

,322 

4, 

,191, 

,482 

2, 

.888, 

,840 

76, 

,227, 

,852 

31. 

,779, 

,915 

44, 

.447, 

,937 

12, 

,284, 

,489 

4, 

,699, 

,894 

7, 

.584, 

,595 

23, 

,248, 

,568 

9. 

,486. 

,262 

13. 

,762, 

,306 

13. 

,583, 

,021 

4, 

,395, 

,482 

9, 

,187, 

,539 

5, 

,930, 

,853 

2, 

,512. 

,253 

3, 

.418, 

,600 

7, 

,864, 

,374 

3, 

,474, 

,423 

4, 

.389, 

,951 

11, 

,418. 

,510 

4. 

,571, 

,722 

6, 

.846, 

,788 

22. 

,791, 

,338 

7, 

,294, 

,770 

15, 

.496, 

,568 

76. 

,320. 

,142 

19. 

,423. 

,183 

56, 

.896, 

,959 

16. 

,540. 

,730 

6. 

,599. 

,096 

9. 

.941, 

,634 

8. 

,573. 

,192 

7. 

,500. 

,377 

1, 

,072, 

,815 

28. 

,098. 

,375 

6. 

,163. 

,460 

21, 

,934, 

,915 

13. 

,778. 

,558 

9. 

,576. 

,609 

4, 

,201, 

,949 

10. 

,164. 

,065 

5. 

,214 

,118 

4. 

,949, 

,947 

56 

,480. 

.906 

16 

.861 

,201 

39, 

,619 

,705 

,343 

.715 

.215 

517 

.204 

,104 

826, 

,511 

.111 

$3,515,541 

2.300.829 

1,214.712 

5.124.999 

2.231.552 

2.893,447 

3.510.734 

1.542.143 

1,968.591 

2.665.294 

2.333.162 

332.132 

1.798.033 

761.428 

1,036.605 

2.464.946 

978.304 

1,486,642 

1.261.789 

779.322 

482,467 

7.703.453 

1.467.602 

6.235.851 

2.355.342 

956.927 

1.398,415 

1.950.191 

1.278.744 

671,447 
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FEDERAL  TRANSIT  ADMINISTRATION 
SECTION  9  PROGRAM 

FISCAL  YEAR  1992  SECTION  9  FUNDING 


URBANIZED  AREA 


Birmingham,  AL . 

Bridgeport -Milford,  CT . 

Buffalo-Niagara  Falls,  NY . 

Canton,  OH . 

Charleston,  SC . . 

Charlotte,  NC . 

Chattanooga,  TN-GA . 

Colorado  Springs,  CO . /.. 

Columbia,  SC . 

Columbus,  6A-AL . 

Columbus,  OH . 

Corpus  Christi,  TX . 

Datrenport-Rock  Island-Moline,  lA-IL 

Dayton,  OH . 

Daytona  Beach,  FL . 

Des  Moines,  lA . . . 

Durham,  NC . . 

El  Paso,  TX-NM . 

Fayetteeille,  NC . . . 

Flint,  MI . 

Fort  Myers-Cape  Coral,  FL . 

Fort  Hayne,  IN . 

Fresno,  CA . 

Grand  Rapids,  MI . 

Greenville,  SC . 

Harrisburg,  PA . 

Bartford-Middletown,  CT . 

Honolulu,  HI . 

Indianapolis,  IN . 

Jackson,  MS . 

Jacksonville,  FL . 

Knoxville,  TN . 

Lansing-East  Lansing,  MI . 

Las  Vegas,  NV . 

Lavrence-Baverhill,  MA-NH . 

Lexington-Fayette,  KY . 

Little  Rock-North  Little  Rock,  AR.. 

Lorain-Elyria,  OH . 

Louisville,  KY-IM . 

Madison,  VI . 

McAllen-Edinburg-Mission,  TX . 

Melbourne-Palm  Bay,  FL . 


TOTAL 

APPORTIONMENT 

OPERATING 

ASSISTANCE 

LIMITATION 

CAPITAL 

ONLY 

3,365,023 

2,348,959 

1,016,064 

3,936,443 

2,039,329 

1,897,114 

9,186,348 

5,986,068 

3,200,280 

1,268,012 

1,126,738 

141,274 

1,980,001 

1,068,262 

911,739 

3,781,378 

1,287,810 

2,493,568 

1,655,119 

970,831 

684,288 

2,260,314 

963,753 

1,296,561 

1,792,085 

1,090,583 

701,502 

1,231,260 

817,138 

4;4,122 

7,413,154 

4,341,578 

3,071,576 

2,054,111 

857,543 

1,196,568 

1,855,496 

1,115,797 

739,699 

7,525,058 

2,888,980 

4,636,078 

1,390,418 

774,828 

615,590 

1,824,129 

1,086,724 

737,405 

1,163,120 

798,635 

364,485 

5,055,548 

1,777,440 

3,278,108. 

990,980 

734,953 

256,027 

2,031,132 

1,511,678 

519,454 

1,436,146 

564,420 

871,726 

1,527,394 

1,077,905 

449,489 

3,455,535 

1,450,577 

2,004,958 

2,669,753 

1,533,201 

1,136,552 

1,398,646 

741,073 

657,573 

1,686,270 

1,119,212 

567,058 

5,939,251 

2,271,262 

3,667,989 

14,399,642 

2,812,907 

11,586,735 

5,760,208 

3,779,508 

1,980,700 

1,312,892 

893,465 

419,427 

4,902,494 

2,002,549 

2,899,945 

1,618,342 

890,675 

727,667 

2,031,841 

1,149,752 

882,089 

3,952,361 

1,364,829 

2,587,532 

2,311,105 

844,882 

1,466,223 

1,430,335 

1,281,638 

148,697 

1,753,509 

1,024,814 

728,695 

977,566 

773,072 

204,494 

6,928,202 

3,860,036 

3,068,166 

$3,130,690 

$986,035 

$2,144,655 

886,673 

819,189 

67,484 

2,177,941 

696,481 

1,481,460 

U932 
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FEDERAL  TRANSIT  ADMINISTRATION 
SECTION  9  PROGRAM 

FISCAL  YXAJt  1992  SICTZON  9  FUNDING 


URBANIZED  AREA  TOTAL  OPERATING  CAPITAL 

APPORTIONMENT  ASSISTANCE  ONLY 

LIMITATION 


Memphis.  TN-AR-HS....... . 

Hohile .  AL« 

Modesto.  CA . . . . . . 

Montgomery.  AL . . . . 

Nashville.  TN . . . . 

New  Baven-Meriden.  CT. . . . 

Ogden.  UT . . . 

Oklahoma  City.  OK....... . . 

Omaha.  NE>IA . 

Orlando.  FL . . . . . 

Oxnard- Ventura.  CA. . . 

Pensacola.  FL . . . 

Peoria.  IL . . . . 

Providence-Pavtucket.  RI-MA . . 

Provo-Orem.  UT . . . 

Raleigh.  NC . . . . 

Reno.  NV . . . . 

Richmond.  VA . . . 

Rochester.  NY . . . . 

Rockford.  IL . . . . 

Salt  Lake  City.  UT . . . 

Sarasota-Bradenton.  FL.. . . 

Scranton-Vilkes-Barre.  PA . 

Shreveport.  LA . . . 

South  Bend-Mishawaka.  IH-MI . 

Spokane.  VA . . 

Spr ingf ield .  MA-CT . . . 

Stockton.  CA . 

Syracuse.  NY . . . . 

Tacoma.  VA . . . . 

Toledo,  OH-MI . . 

Trenton.  NJ-PA . . . . 

Tucson.  AZ . . . . 

Tulsa.  OK . . . . . . 

Vest  Palm  Bch-Boct  Reton-Delray  Bch,  FL. 

Vichita.  KS . . . 

Vilmington,  DE-NJ-MD-PA. . . 

Vorcester,  MA-CT.... . . . 

Youngstovn-Varren.  01.... . . 


6.264,817 

3,577,439 

2,687,378 

1.657,378 

996,903 

660,475 

1.916.345 

981,150 

935,195 

1.048,864 

1,014,393 

34,471 

3.873,634 

1,658,643 

2,214,991 

6,352.214 

2,291,605 

4,060,609 

1.950,583 

692,618 

1,257,965 

3,217,437 

2,295,641 

921,796 

4.127,055 

2,354,334 

1,772,721 

5.413,586 

1,732,371 

3,681,215 

2,520,012 

1.343.521 

1,176.491 

1.172.396 

750,824 

421,572 

1.531,490 

1,046,128 

485,362 

10,847,855 

4.702.822 

6,145,033 

1,641,103 

806,260 

834,843 

1,635.387 

723,494 

911,893 

2,078,773 

834,054 

1,244,719 

4.396.679 

1,916,324 

2,480,355 

5,221.692 

3,071,916 

2,149,776 

1.254.957 

962,688 

292,269 

8.754.548 

2,429,649 

6,324,899 

2,351.122 

1,254,210 

1,096,912 

2,408,433 

1,723,617 

684,816 

1.612.993 

1,044,602 

568,391 

1.599.683 

1,141,132 

458,551 

•  3,632,392 

1,107,307 

2,525,085 

4,499,870 

2,011,783 

2,488,087 

2.058.870 

1,328,383 

730,487 

3,905,891 

1,886,065 

2,019,826 

5,434,734 

1,541,657 

3,893,077 

4,263,846 

2,227,342 

2,036,504 

2,797,780 

1,966,571 

831,209 

5,182,957 

1,647,689 

3,535,268 

2,960,293 

1,560,057 

1,400,236 

8,328,589 

1,641,982 

6,686,607 

2.121.712 

1,349,633 

772,079 

3,644.454 

1,996,096 

1,648,358 

2,948,303 

1,152,188 

1.796,115 

1,684,577 

1,775,000 

(90,423) 

SUBTOTAL 


$304,109,551  $144,693,213  159.416.338 


50.000-200.000  IN  POPULATION: 


ALABAMA.... 

AUSKA . 

ARIZONA.... 

ARKANSAS... 

CALIFORNIA. 

COLOUDO... 

CONNECTICUT 

DEUVARE... 


$3,285,716 

0 

521.816 

1.255.398 

19.233.384 

3.543.887 

12.035,144 

267,323 


$2,964,920 

0 

311,402 

1,201,691 

10,233,214 

2.767.320 

6,835.774 

143.562 


$320,796 

0 

210.414 

53,707 

9,000,170 

776.567 

5,199,370 

123,761 
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FEDERAL  TRANSIT  AD^NISTRATION 

SECTION  9  PROGRAM 

FISCAL  YEAR  1992  SECTION  9  FUNDING 

1  URBANIZED  AREA 

TOTAL 

OPERATING 

CAPITAL 

APPORTIONMENT 

ASSISTANCE 

ONLY 

LIMITATION 

FLORIDA . 

4,743,988 

3,403,723 

GEORGIA . 

.  3,567,225 

3,264,633 

302,592 

HAVAII . 

715,971 

232,276 

IDAHO . 

1,218,369 

658,230 

ILLINOIS . 

.  8,883,124 

8,375,491 

507,633 

INDIANA . 

.  5,013,471 

4,609,728 

403,743 

IOWA . 

2,674,914 

*54,175 

KANSAS . 

1,143,457 

181,671 

KENTUCKY . 

956,278 

88,134 

LOUISIANA . 

2,811,994 

280,848 

MAINE . 

1,216,421 

129,580 

MARYLAND . 

1,130,734 

366,198 

MASSACHUSETTS... 

6,034,947 

(105,982) 

MICHIGAN . 

4,940,774 

118,540 

MINNESOTA . 

1,641,423 

161,568 

MISSISSIPPI . 

1,364,197 

183,569 

MISSOURI . 

1,813,411 

319,556 

MONTANA . 

1,302,721 

117,309 

NEBRASKA . 

1,179,022 

399,695 

NEVADA . . 

0 

0 

NEW  HAMPSHIRE... 

1,400,623 

516,317 

NEW  JERSEY . . 

1,748,582 

(296,224) 

NEW  MEXICO . . 

521,152 

269,734 

NEW  YORK . 

.  4,388,347 

4,344,399 

43,948 

NORTH  CAROLINA. 

.  7,123,630 

5,728,620 

1,395,010 

NORTH  DAKOTA... 

1,045,613 

338,649 

OHIO . 

3,693,749 

112,144 

OKLAHOMA . 

815,521 

(4,140) 

OREGON . . 

2,144,227 

945,206 

PENNSYLVANIA... 

7,718,210 

357,956 

PUERTO  RICO.... 

4,983,455 

2,477,648 

RHODE  ISLAND... 

370,566 

104,326 

SOUTH  CAROLINA. 

.  2,010,813 

1,524,392 

486,421 

SOUTH  DAKOTA... 

787,429 

211,083 

TENNESSEE . 

.  1,545,176 

1,335,888 

209,288 

TEXAS . 

11,566,010 

2,742,333 

UTAH . 

.  285,977 

153,579 

132,398 

VERMONT . 

367,704 

134,105 

VIRGINIA . 

3,024,952 

306,008 

WASHINGTON . 

2,169,515 

978,375 

WEST  VIRGINIA.. 

2,725,455 

(306,104) 

WISCONSIN . 

5,920,763 

702,538 

WYOMING . 

.  693,365 

693,923 

(558) 

SUBTOTAL  ... 

140,380,683 

35,344,304 

TOTAL 

1,823,549,753 

802,277,997 

1,021,271,756 

BlUiNO  CODE  4910-22-C 

1 
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U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 
Federal  Highway  Administration 


ApporSonmant  of  FuiNto  for  NaSonal  HIgliway 
Systom  Funds  Authorited  for  Fiscal  Ysar  1S92 ... 


Alabama .  53,929,751 

Alaska .  44,379,691 

Arizona .  37,638,472 

Arkansas . 32,301,674 

Cafifomia.-.. . 244.930,952 

Colorado  . . 44,098,807 

Connecticut . - .  47,750,300 


Delaware . 14,325,090 

Dist  of  Col . 14,886,858 

Florida.^ . tlO.668,343 

Georgia . 81,175,510 

Hawaii . -14,605,974 

Idaho . - . .  21,908,961 

Illinois . 108,983,038 

Indiana .  61,232,738 


Iowa . 44,098,807 

Kansas... . 40.166,429 

Kentucky . 46,345,880 

Louisiana .  46,626,764 

Maine . . t7jB95,699 

Maryland.- . - . . 44JD98,807 

Massachusetts.- . S3J367,983 

Michigan . - . — .  76,847,553 

Minnesota . - . 48jB73,837 

Mississippi . — . .  36»110,515 

Missouri  - . 68,535,725 

Montana. . 30,897,253 


Marytarxl.- . 

Massachusetts. 

Michigan . — 

Minnesota . - 

Mississippi . 

Missouri ..- . 


Nebraska . . 30U054,601 

Nevada . . .  21,628,077 

New  Hampshire . - . .  17.133,931 

New  Jersey . . - . .  73,310,755 

New  Mexico . - . .  30,054,601 

Now  York . - . .  153,362,729 

North  Carolina . 71,063,682 

North  Dakota. . 21,066,309 

Ohio . - . - . .  101,680,051 

Oklahoma . - . - - -  42,975,270 

Oregon . . 34^48,747 

Pennsylvania . . 115,443,373 

Rhode  Island...- . 14,605,974 

South  Carolina . - . .  41^70,850 

South  Dakota- . 23,313,382 

Tennessee. . . -..  81,794,506 

Texas.- . - . . 19tj562,969 

Utah . 26,683,991 

Vermont . . 15,448,627 

Yrglnia _ 81,513,622 

Washington . . 46,435,605 

West  Virginia _ _ - - -  34,548,747 

Wisconsin . . -.—  47.1 88,532 

Wyoming . . 23,313,382 

Puerto  Rico . . . 16.431,722 

Total . - . .  2,807,015,446 


U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 
Federal  Highway  Admmistration— 
Continued 


6,061,655 

4,130,305 

4,130,305 

25i37a5Q6 

33,948,479 

24,048,171 

4,130,305 

4,130,305 

8,178,424 

4,130,305 

4,130,305 

4,130,305 

4,130,305 

47,561,123 

4,130,305 

86,888,662 

10,186,949 

4,130,305 

36,217,590 

4,130,305 

4,425,970 

49,832,262 

4,826,874 

4,130,305 

4,130,305 

9,204,736 

82,039,901 

4,130,305 

4,130,305 

17,561,540 

13,209,759 

4,130,305 

10,387,400 

4,130,305 

4,130,305 


Kentucky — . — 

. . . 

Maryland _ 

MassaclKisetts . 

MinnoMla . . 

Nebraska .  . 

Nevada _  _ _ 

New  HampsNra . 

New  York . . 

North  Carolina . 

North  Dakota . . 

Ponnsytvewla.- . 

Rhode'  lalWN) . 

South  Carolina _ 

South  Dakota 

Texas... _ _ 

Utah— . . 

Varmnnt . 

Virginia . - 

Wisconsin . . - . 

Puerto  Rico _ _ 

Total . . 

Apportlonmant  of  Funds  for  Congastton  Mitiga¬ 
tion  and  Air  Quaity  Funds  Authorized  for 
Fiscal  Year  ig»2 


Alabama. 

Alaska— 

Arizona... 


4,130,305 

4,130,305 

11,068,936 


Date:  March  11, 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HNG-12. 

Subject  ACTION:  Request  for  NHS  High 
Priority  Corridor  FeasibUity  and  Design 
Studies  for  FY 1992  Findii]^ — Section 
llOSfh)  of  the  1901 ISTEA  (Reply  Due: 
April  30. 1992). 

From:  Associate  Administrator  for  Program 
Development 

To:  Regional  Federal  Highway 

Administrators,  Fedml  Lands  Highway 
Program  Administrator. 

Section  1105(h)  of  die  1991  ISTEA  created  a 
new  discretionary  funding  category  for  the 
conduct  of  feasibility  and  design  studies  for 
the  21  high  priority  corridors  on  the  National 
Ifighway  System  (NHS).  The  descriptions  of 
thm  corridors  are  provided  m  Section 
1105(c).  For  FY  1992,  $7 J53,168  is  available 
from  the  Highway  Trust  Fund  for  this 


corridor  consider  reaching  agreement  for 
developing  studies  which  cover  a  signiHcant 
lengdi  of  Ae  corridor.  In  these  instances,  it 
would  be  highly  desirable  for  one  State  to 
assume  a  lead  role  and  submit  the  candidate 
project. 

We  are  requesting  submission  of  candidate 
studies  for  our  consideration  for  funding  in 
FY  1992  for  the  NHS  corridors  defined  in 
Section  1105(c)  and  the  study  deHned  in 
Section  1105(e)(2).  There  is  no  prescribed 
format  for  the  submissions.  There  should  be 
adequate  information  to  show  the  scope  and 
nature  of  the  proposed  study;  the  study's 
overall  costs;  the  amount  of  discretionary 
funds  being  requested;  other  funding  sources, 
both  Federal  and  non-Federal,  being 
committed  to  the  study;  estimated  study  time 
sdiednier,  estimated  ^ligation  date;  and  any 
other  informatioB  that  could  prove  usefid  in 
making  judgments  on  the  stu^.  We  are 
requesting  a  single  page  summary  of  facta 
(sample  outline  attached)  be  included  for 
each  candidate  study. 

Considering  the  relatively  small  sum  of 
funds  available,  it  is  suggested  a  limited 
Bumb»  of  candidates  be  submitted.  We 
request  that  each  region  rank  in  priority  order 
the  candidate  studiea  submitted  by  the 
I  States.  Regional  ranking  should  consider  your 
knowledge  of  the  transportation  needs  and 
other  relevant  factors.  RepHes  are  due  April 
30. 

Selection  wiU  be  besed  to  a  large  extent  on 
the  data  contained  in  the  submissicm, 
regional  ranking  and  supporting  information, 
and  a  study's  ability  to  expeditiously 
complete  a  small  gap  segment  in  the  corridor 
or  provide  cost  and  alignment  information  for 
corridors  being  devek^ed  on  new  location. 

You  may  call  Mr.  Jerry  Poston  at  PTS  366- 
4652  if  you  have  questions. 

Anthony  R.  Kane 
Attachment 
Summary  Sheet 

NHS  High  Priority  Corridor  Feasibility  and 
Design  Studies — Candidate  for  FY  1992 
Funding 
State/s; 

Lead  State: 

ISTEA  Corridor  Subsection  Designation: 
Corridor  Study  Limits: 

Scope  and  Nature  of  Proposed  Study: 

Total  Estimated  Cost  of  Study: 

Amount  of  Discretionary  Funds  Requested: 
Other  Funding  Sources  (Federal/non-Federal) 
Committ^  to  Study: 

Estimated  Tima  Schedule  for  Study: 
Estimated  Obligation  Date: 

Other  Information: 


Date:  March  12, 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HNG-12. 

Subject:  Information:  Toll  Highways  and 
Ferries — Section  1012  of  the  1991 
Intermodal  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA). 

From:  Associate  Administrator  for  Program 
Development. 

To:  Regional  Federal  Highway 

Administrators,  Federal  Lands  Highway 
Program  Administrator. 
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Section  1012  of  the  1801 ISTEA  •flieiided  23 
U.S.C  129  to  allow  a  State  much  greater 
flexibility  in  using  Federal-aid  hi^way  funds 
to  participate  in  ^  construction  of  toU 
facilities.  The  pnupose  of  this  memorandum  is 
to  provide  initial  ^dance  on  these  new 
provisions  and  omer  provisions  in  the  act 
affecting  toll  highways  and  ferries. 

EUgibility 

Amended  23  U.SuC.  129(aXl)  estaididies 
five  broad  categories  of  toll  activities  eligible 
for  Federal-aid  highway  funding.  These  are: 

1.  Initial  construction,  except  on  the 
Interstate  System,  of  toU  highways,  bridges 
and  tuiuiela  and  approaches  to  these  facilities 
(129(aKlMA)J. 

For  the  flrst  time.  Federal-aid  funds  may  be 
used  for  the  initial  construction  of  toll 
highways.  However,  it  is  noted  that  in  a 
change  from  previous  law.  Federal  funds  are 
no  longer  eli^ble  to  participate  in  the  initial 
construction  of  brid^s/tunnels  on  the 
Interstate  System. 

2. 4R  woii:  on  existing  toll  facilities 
1129(a)(1)(B)). 

4R  work  on  existing  toll  facilities  is  eligible 
for  Federal  participation  regardless  of 
whether  or  not  the  toll  facility  has  in  effect  a 
prior  agreement  with  the  FHWA. 

3.  Reconstruction  or  replacement  of  fi*ee 
bridges  or  tunnels  and  conversion  to  toll 
facilities  (129(a)(1)(C)  J. 

We  are  interpreting  the  term 
“reconstruction"  as  used  for  the  purpose  of 
qualifying  a  conversion  of  a  free  bridge  or 
tunnel  to  a  toll  facility  to  require  “majot^ 
reconstruction  work  on  the  bridge  or  tunnel. 
Some  latitude  is  available  in  determining 
“major"  work.  For  example,  repladng  or 
widening  existing  bridges  or  tunnels  or 
providing  a  dual  facility  are  viewed  as 
“majof^  reconstruction.  On  the  odter  hand, 
certain  types  of  work  clearly  do  not  meet  our 
intent  for  “major"  reconstruction.  For 
example,  puttiiag  up  toll  booths,  painting,  and 
updating  bridge  rail  are  not  considered  to  be 
“major”  work  that  would  qualify  a  bridge  &>r 
conversion.  Althou^  tbese  latter  types  of 
activities  could  be  eligible  for  Federal 
participation  as  part  of  a  “major" 
reconstruction  eflort,  in  and  of  themselves, 
they  are  not  viewed  as  “major." 

Reconstruction  or  replacement  and 
conversion  of  a  bridge  or  tunnel  previously 
constructed  with  Federal-aid  funds  can  be 
accomplished  with  or  without  Federal-aid 
participation.  In  either  case,  a  section 
129(a)(3)  toll  agreement  will  need  to  be 
executed  prior  to  undertaking  the  conversion 
project 

It  is  also  noted  that  section  129(a)(lKC) 
contains  no  Interstate  System  restrictioa. 
Accordui^y,  existing  Interstate  ^stem 
bridges  or  tunnels  may  be  reconstructed  or 
replaced  and  convert^  to  toll  fecilitiee. 

4.  Reconstruction  of  free  highway,  except 
Interstate  System,  and  conversion  to  toD 
facilities  [129(a)(1)(D)]. 

Similar  to  conversira  of  bridges/tunnela, 
conversion  of  a  highway  requires  that 
“major”  woik  first  be  undertaken.  Examples 
of  “major”  recoostnictioa  include  adding  new 
lanes  to  increase  capacity,  reconstruction  of 
the  existing  lanes,  or  acquisition  of  access 
control  coupled  with  construction  of 
interchanges. 


Reconstructioa  and  oonversioa  of  a 
highway  previously  constructed  with  Federal- 
aid  funds  can  be  accomplished  with  or 
without  Federal-aid  participation.  In  either 
case,  a  section  129(aM3)  toll  agreement  will 
need  to  be  executed  prior  to  undertaking  die 
conversion  project 

5.  Preliminary  studies  to  determine  the 
feasibility  of  the  above  toll  construction 
activities  [129(a)(1)(E)]. 

Fsdard  Share 

Amended  23  U.S.C  129(aKS)  established 
Federal  share  for  Federal-aid  toll  projects.  In 
general,  the  Federal  share  is  SO  percent 
except  as  follows: 

— ^The  FHWA  has  determined  that  a  Federal 
share  of  80  percent  is  allowed  for 
construction  of  new  toll  bridges  and 
tuimels,  for  reconstruction  or  replacement 
of  existing  toll  bridges  and  tunnels,  and  for 
reconstruction  or  replacement  of  free 
bridges  and  tunnels  and  conversion  to  toll 
facilities. 

— A  Federal  share  of  80  percent  is  allowed 
for  4R  work  on  an  existing  toll  hi^way, 
bridge  or  tunnel  that  is  covered  an 
existing  free-up  agreement  (an  agreement 
executed  under  old  Section  119(e)  or  129) 
until  the  scheduled  expiration  date  of  the 
free-up  agreement 

Federal  shares  for  the  various  categories  of 
Federal-aid  toll  activities  are  iUustrated  on 
the  attached  chart. 

Agreements 

Amended  23  U.S.C.  129(a)(3)  Covers  use  of 
toll  revenues.  If  Federal-aid  fi^s  are  used  to 
construct  a  toll  facility  or  die  approadi  to  a 
toll  facility  or  if  a  State  plans  to  reconstruct 
and  convert  a  free  highway,  bridge  or  tunnel 
previously  construct^  with  Federal-aid 
highway  funds  to  a  toll  facility,  an  a^eement 
under  section  129(aK3)  must  be  executed 
prior  to  either  authorization  of  Federal  frmds 
for  any  work  or  the  State  undertaking  a 
reconstruction  and  conversion  project  on  its 
own.  In  addition,  for  4R  work  on  existing  toll 
facilities,  before  authorization  of  Federal 
funds  an  agreement  under  section  129(aK3) 
needs  to  be  executed  or  the  existing  toll 
agreement  urith  the  FHWA  needs  to  be 
modified  to  incorporate  the  provision  of 
section  129(aK3).  A  toll  agreement  is  not 
needed  for  preliminary  studies  to  determine 
the  feasibility  of  constructing  a  toll  facility. 

The  agreement  must  require  that  all  toll 
revenues  are  used  first  for  debt  service, 
reasonable  retiun  on  private  investment  and 
operation  and  maintenance,  including  4R 
work.  At  the  option  of  the  State,  the 
agreement  may  also  include  a  provision 
regarding  toll  revenues  in  excess  of  those 
nMded  for  the  required  uses.  Such  a 
provision  would  entitle  the  State  to  use  these 
excess  revenues  for  purposes  authorized 
under  Title  23,  if  the  State  certifiee  annually 
that  the  facility  is  being  adequately 
maintained. 

The  agreement  must  be  executed  between 
the  State  highway  agency,  another  public 
authority  (if  the  toll  faciUty  is  under  the 
Jurisdiction  of  this  other  authority)  and  the 
FHWA.  The  signing  official  for  FHWA 
continues  to  be  the  FHWA  Administrator. 
Consequently,  all  toll  agreements  are  to  be 


forwarded  to  Headquarters  similar  to  past 
practices. 

The  issueof  whether  a  toll  facility  is  to 
become  five  when  debt  is  retired  or  at  soma 
other  future  point  in  time  or  whether  toils  are 
to  be  continued  indefinitely  is  a  matter  to  be 
determined  by  the  State.  Tlw  toU  agreement 
should  reflect  the  State’s  decision  on  this 
matter. 

Modification  of  Section  119  or  128  Prae-up 
Agreenents 

Existing  free-up  toll  agreements  executed 
prior  to  December  18, 1991,  under  section 
119(e)  or  section  129  (including  former 
Section  129(d]  agreements  for  approaches  to 
Interstate  highways)  may  be  modified  to 
allow  for  continuation  of  tolls.  A  provision 
covering  the  annual  State  maintenance 
certificatioa  and  use  of  tolls,  as  provided  for 
in  section  129(aX3).  may  be  added  to  these 
agreements.  An  agreement  modification 
needs  to  be  executed  by  all  parties  to  the 
agreement  including  the  FHWA 
Administrator. 

If  an  existing  free-up  toll  agreement  is  not 
modified,  the  State  is  bound  by  the  terms  of 
that  agreement  covering  die  use  of  revenues 
and  free-up  requirements. 

Imposition  of  Tolls 

For  toll  activities  under  section  129(1){A), 

(C)  or  (D)  discussed  above,  tolls  may  not  be 
imposed  until  the  construction  or 
reconstruction/coaversioo  of  the  toll  facility 
is  completed.  Decisions  regarding  whether 
tolls  are  collected  in  only  one  direction 
versus  both  directions  of  travel  are  at  a 
State’s  discretion. 

Ownerdiip 

Besides  public  ownership,  amended  23 
U.S.C  129(aK2)  now  allows  private 
ownership  of  a  federally  funded  toll  facility  if 
the  public  authority  having  Jurisdiction  over 
the  toll  facility  has  entered  into  a  contract 
with  a  private  entity  to  design,  finance, 
construct  and  operate  the  facility.  If  privately 
owned,  the  public  authority  having 
Jurisdiction  over  the  toll  facility  must  ensure 
compliance  with  Title  23,  United  States  Code 
requirements.  In  addition,  to  be  eligible  for 
Federal  funding  the  privately  owned  faciltty 
must  be  on  a  “public  road”  as  defined  in  23 
U.S.a  101(a). 

Loan  Program 

Eligibility 

Amended  23  U.S.C  129(aX7)  allows  the 
State  to  raaka  loans  to  a  public  or  private 
entity  which  is  construct^  a  toD  project  that 
is  eligible  for  Federal-aid  funding.  The  test  for 
project  eligibility  under  the  loan  program  is 
the  same  as  the  test  for  digibility  oo  a  regular 
Federal-aid  project  The  State  may  request 
authorization  of  audi  a  prefect  for  the 
purpose  of  making  a  loan  to  that  entity.  Sudi 
a  loan  is  considered  an  eligible,  reimbursable 
coat  The  amount  loaned  shall  be 
subordinated  to  other  debt  financing  for  the 
facility  except  for  loans  made  by  the  State  or 
any  other  public  agency  to  the  entity. 
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Authorization 

If  the  project  meets  the  test  for  eligibility,  a 
loan  of  State  funds  can  be  made  at  any  time 
after  the  Federal  environmental  requirements 
have  been  complied  with  and  all  project 
permits  have  been  obtained.  The  loan  may  be 
for  any  amount  provided  the  maximum 
Federal  share  of  the  total  eligible  project  cost 
is  not  exceeded.  The  total  eligible  project  cost 
is  the  eligible  cost  remaining  at  the  time  the 
FHWA  authorizes  the  loan  to  be  made.  In 
other  words,  a  loan  can  be  initiated  on  an 
active,  eligible  project  but  the  amount  cannot 
be  based  on  the  cost  of  work  done  prior  to 
authorization.  A  loan  project  can  be 
authorized  under  the  advance  construction 
provisions  of  title  23.  U.S.C.  115  that  apply  to 
the  type  of  funds  being  used. 

Phased  obligations  and  non-Federal 
share — 

The  State  may  be  authorized  to  make  the 
loan  in  increments.  Federal-aid  funds  are 
obligated  in  conjunction  with  each 
incremental  authorization.  The  State  is 
considered  to  have  incurred  a  cost  at  the  time 
the  loan,  or  any  portion  of  it,  is  made  and 
may  be  reimbursed  for  the  cost. 
Reimbursement  may  be  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  loan.  The  non-Federal  share  may  be 
provided  by  the  entity  receiving  the  loan. 

Repayment 

Loans  must  be  repaid  to  the  State.  The 
repayment  must  be^n  within  5  years  after 
the  project  is  completed  and  under  traffic  and 
must  be  completed  within  30  years  after  the 
first  increment  of  the  loan  is  obligated. 
Interest  on  the  loan  is  at  the  average  rate  the 
State's  pooled  investment  fund  earned  in  the 
52  weeks  preceding  the  start  of  repayment. 
The  initial  toll  project  for  which  the  State  has 
requested  Federal  reimbursement  for  the 
State  loan  is  viewed  as  a  Federal-aid 
highway  project  subject  to  the  same  basic 
requirements  and  FHWA  oversight 
responsibilities  which  are  being  followed  for 
comparable  toll-free  Federal-aid  projects. 
Once  Federal-aid  funds  have  been  used  to 
reimburse  the  State  for  this  eligible  cost  (i.e., 
loan),  the  Federal  identity  of  these  funds  has 
been  extinguished.  Therefore,  the  repaid  loan 
will  not  be  returned  to  the  Federal 


government  or  to  the  State's  apportionment 
balance. 

Subsequent  Use  of  Repaid  Amounts 

The  State  must  use  these  repaid  amounts 
for  any  type  of  project  that  was  eligible  under 
Title  23,  United  States  Code.  However,  no 
Federal  requirements  attach  to  activities 
advanced  with  funds  repaid  to  the  State. 

Direct  Payment  to  Other  Entities 
Amended  23  U.S.C.  129(a)(4]  allows  a  State 
to  request  that  the  FHWA  dh^tly  reimburse 
another  public  authority  for  the  Federal  share 
of  a  toll  construction  project  undertaken  on  a 
facility  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  other 
public  authority,  ^estions  regarding  the 
fiscal  mechanisms  for  accomplishing  this 
should  be  directed  to  the  Finance  Division, 
HFS-20. 

Ferry  Boats  and  Terminals 
Amended  23  U.S.C.  129(b)  and  (c).  formerly 
23  U.S.C.  129(f)  and  (g),  cover  the  use  of 
Federal  funds  for  ferries  and  approaches  to 
them.  Generally,  the  provisions  remain  “as 
is"  although  some  clariRcations  and 
modiHcations  have  been  made  as  follows: 

— Section  129(c)  has  been  amended  to  clearly 
state  that  terminal  facilities  are  eligible  for 
Federal  participation. 

— Section  129(c)(3)  continues  to  require 
public  ownership  of  the  ferry.  However,  by 
now  being  silent  on  the  issue  of 
“operation"  it  clearly  allows  the  State  to 
contract  with  a  private  entity  to  operate  the 
ferry. 

— Section  129(c)(4)  clarines  that  another 
public  agency  may  be  the  operating 
authority  and  responsible  for  the  fare 
charged. 

— Section  129(c)(4)  also  clarifies  that  toll 
revenues  may  be  used  for  debt  service, 
negotiated  management  fees,  and  in  the 
case  of  privately  operated  ferry,  for  a 
reasonable  rate  of  return. 

One  important  item  is  that  section  129(c)(2) 
as  presently  worded  only  covers  eligibility 
for  ferries  and  terminal  facilities  that  are  on 
routes  on  the  National  Highway  System 
(NHS).  Unless  the  law  is  Ranged,  we  plan  to 
limit  use  of  this  section  to  NHS  routes. 


Discretionary  Ferry  Boats  and  Ferry  Terminal 
Fadlities  Program 
Section  1064  of  the  1991 ISTEA  has 
established  a  new  special  discretionary  fund 
for  the  construction  of  ferry  boats  and  ferry 
terminal  facilities.  A  total  of  $14  million  is 
authorized  for  FY 1992.  By  separate 
memorandum  to  you,  we  have  solicited 
candidate  projects  from  the  States  for 
possible  fimding  in  FY  1992. 

T(dl  Pilot  Program 

Section  129(d)  (formerly  section  129(j)] 
retains  the  toll  pilot  program  with  no 
changes.  For  the  nine  designated  projects,  the 
States  have  the  option  of  authorizing  new 
wori(  either  under  the  provisions  of  Section 
129(d)  at  35  percent  F^eral  share  or  Section 
129(a]  at  50  percent  Federal  share;  however, 
if  the  latter  option  is  selected,  prior  to  any 
authorization  for  work,  the  toll  agreement 
with  the  FHWA  will  need  to  be  modiHed  and 
approved  by  the  Administrator  to  reflect  the 
provisions  of  Section  129(a): 

Congestioa  Pridiig  Pilot  Program 
Section  1012(b)  of  the  1991  ISTEA 
establishes  a  congestion  pricing  pilot 
program.  This  provision  is  being  administered 
by  the  Transportation  Studies  Division,  HPP- 
10.  and  further  guidance  will  be  provided  by 
that  office. 

Special  Provisions  for  Existing  Toll  Facilities 
Section  1012(e).  (f)  and  (g)  of  the  1991 
ISTEA  covering  the  New  York  State  Thruway 
and  Fort  McHenry  Tunnel,  the  1-78  Delaware 
River  Bridge  and  the  bridge  connecting  the 
Pennsylvania  Turnpike  system  and  the  New 
Jersey  Turnpike,  respectively,  contain  special 
provisions  related  to  these  facilities.  These 
sections  are  considered  self  explanatory  and 
no  further  guidance  is  anticipated. 

Questions  regarding  this  memorandum 
should  be  directed  to  Mr.  Jerry  Poston,  Chief. 
Federal-Aid  Program  Branch  (FTS  386-4652) 
or  Mr.  Jim  Overton  of  his  staff  (FTS  366- 
4653). 

Anthony  R.  Kane 
Attachment 


Federal-Aid  Toll  Activities 


Federal-aid  higtiway  eligibility/Federal  share  (percent) 


Type  of  work  (activity) 

Interstate 

Norvinterstate 

Roads 

Bridges/ 

tunnels 

Roads 

Bridges/ 

tunnela 

No . 

No . 

Yes/60.. . 

Yes/80. 

Recortstructing  (4to  R)  a  toll  facility  [23  USC  126(a)(1HB)l . . - . 

Yes/SO . 

BrWTSMMMI 

Yes/50 . 

Yes/80. 

Resurfacing,  t^oring,  and  rehabilitating  (3R  rvork)  on  a  toll  facility  (23  USC  129(aK1)(B)] .  . 

Yes/80 . 

Yes/50 . 

Yes/50 . 

Yes/60. 

Reconstructing  (4to  R)  a  toll  facility  with  an  existing  section  119  or  section  129  agreement  under  title 

Yes/80  • . 

Yes/80  * . 

Yes/80  *.. . 

Yes/80.* 

23  U.S.C.  (23  USC  129(a)(1)(B)l. 

3R  work  on  a  toll  fadtity  with  an  existing  section  116  or  section  129  agreement  under  title  23  U.S.C. 

Yes/80* . 

Yes/80* . 

Yes/80  *......... 

Yes/80.* 

(23  USC  129(aM1)(B)l. 

Reconstruction  or  replacement  and  conversion  of  a  tolt  free  bridge  or  tunnel  (23  USC  129(a)(1)(C)]  — 
Reconstojctiort/conversion  of  a  toll  free  highway  (23  USC  129(a)(1)(D)] . .  . 

No . 

Yes/SO 

Yes/80 . 

Yes/ 60 

Yes/60...1...... 

Yes/50 

Yes/80. 

Yes/50. 

'  In  the  case  of  a  ton  taciitty  imblect  toi  an.  agreement  under  section  119  or  126,  th6  Federal  share  payable  on  any  project  tor  resurfacing,  restoring,  ’ 
rehabilitating,  or  reconstructing  su(m  faciiity  is  80%  until  toe  scheduled  expiration  of  such  agreement 
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Date:  March  17, 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn,  oft  HNG-33. 

Subject:  Information:  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA)  of 
1991-^dlge  Painting.  Seismic  Retrofit, 
and  Acetate  Application. 

From:  Associate  A^inistrator  for  Program 
Development 

To:  Regional  Federal  Highway 

Administrators,  Federal  Lands  Highway 
Program  Administrator. 

The  ISTEA  of  1991  has  revised  title  23, 

U.S.C.  to  allow  Federal  participation  in 
bridge  painting,  seismic  retrofitting,  and 
application  of  calcium  magnesium  acetate  to 
hi^way  bridges.  These  items  of  work  are 
now  eli^ble  for  participation  widi  bridge 
program  funds. 

Bridge  painting,  seismic  retrofitting,  and 
calcium  magnesium  acetate  application  may 
be  undertal^  as  sole  work  items  or 
combined  with  other  eligible  work.  Where 
bridge  program  funds  are  used,  the  bridges 
must  be  on  a  eligibility  selection  list  provided 
under  23  CFR  650.409(b).  For  those  bridges 
not  on  the  selection  list  Surface 
Transportation  Program  (STP)  funds  are 
available  to  address  brid^  painting,  seismic 
retrofitting,  and  calcium  magnesium  acetate 
applications  for  bridges  on  public  roads  of  all 
functional  classifications. 

These  tasks  are  not  considered 
reconstruction  and  are  not  subject  to  the  10- 
year  rule.  Therefore,  Item  106  of  the  Coding 
Guide  should  not  be  updated  as  a  result  of 
these  types  of  work.  A  record  keeping  system 
should  developed  that  will  allow  an 
accounting  of  funds  expended  for  each  of  the 
activities. 

Bridge  Painting 

Painting  projects  may  include  complete 
cleaning  and  repainting  of  the  entire 
sthicture,  or  spot  cleaning  and  priming  of 
corroded  or  failed  areas,  followed  by  one  dr 
two  full  topcoats.  Random  spot  painting  as 
would  normally  be  accomplished  through 
routine  or  periodic  maintenance  is  not 
eligible. 

In  special  cases,  painting  of  a  portion  of  a 
bridge  may  be  acceptable.  Examples  might  be 
the  dean  and  painting  of  an  entire  truss  but 
not  the  bridge’s  floor  beam  and  stringer 
system,  or  deaning  and  painting  of  selected 
spans  of  a  multi-span  structure.  These  types 
of  projects  should  be  assessed  on  a  case-by¬ 
case  basis. 

Painting  of  any  extent  accomplished  as 
part  of  a  rehabilitation  project  would,  as  in 
the  past,  be  eligible. 

Seismic  Retrofit 
The  guidance  in  Mr.  Carlson's 
memorandum  on  the  subject  dated  January  8, 
1990,  is  superseded.  In  its  place  the  following 
guidance  applies  for  seismic  retrofit  projects: 
(1)  Bridges  must  be  located  within  an  area  at 
risk  of  effective  peak  accelerations  of  0.10  or 
greater,  (2)  the  proposed  retrofitting  must  be 
part  of  a  statewide  retrofit  analysis  and 
multi-year  priority  plan  and  (3)  for  bridges 
Identified  by  the  FHWA  on  the  current 
selection  lid  of  defident  bridges,  retrofitting 
may  be  a  sole  woik  item  or  induded  as  part 
of  ^e  overall  retrofit  project  However,  if  a 
deficient  bridge  is  programmed  for 


demolition,  seismic  retrofit  Is  ineligible  for 
bridge  program  funding  unless  the  demolition 
is  some  time  in  the  future,  say  5  years  awray, 
then  some  efiective  inexpenmve  retrofit  (such 
as  longitudinal  restrainers)  urill  be  acce{^ble 
as  a  partidpating  item.  Pa^al  or  total 
seisi^  ret^tting  of  an  existing  structure  is 
eligible  for  Federal  assistance  whether 
carried  out  separately  or  in  conjunction  with 
other  work. 

Also,  the  cost  to  correct  seismic 
deficiencies  for  otherwise  non-deficient 
bridges  will  not  be  induded  in  our 
computation  of  bridge  needs  for  the  purpose 
of  future  apportionments. 

Caldum  Magnesium  Acetate  AppHcation 

To  minimize  the  administrative  record 
keeping  for  tracking  the  use  of  Federal  funds 
for  application  of  this  product  it  is  suggested 
that  the  funding  be  limited  to  die  cost  of  the 
material.  Interim  payments  could  be  made  on 
cost  estimates  of  materials  utilized  with  the 
final  payment  at  the  end  of  the  winter  season 
based  on  the  actual  quantitites  of  calcium 
magnesium  acetate  applied  to  eligible  bridge 
sites. 

To  prevent  tracking  of  roadway  salt  onto 
bridge  ded(s.  material  quantities  may  include 
that  which  is  applied  to  a  length  of  approach 
roadway,  and  a  length  on  each  approach  of 
approximately  2,500  feet  is  suggested. 

Thomas  O.  Willett  for  Anthony  R.  Kane 

Allocation  of  Rural  Tedmkal  Assistaiioa 
Program  (RTAP)  Funds  for  Operation  of 
Tedbnology  Transfer  Centers 
The  total  amount  of  funding  made 
available  to  the  States  for  Fiscal  Year  1992 
for  RTAP  Centers  was  $4,500,000.00  with  a 
$10O,0O0JX)  maximum  per  State.  In  December, 
three-fourths  of  the  funds  were  made 
available  and  the  following  memoranda  make 
available  the  remaining  quarter. 

Date:  Mardi  7, 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HTA-12. 

Subject:  Allocation  of  Rural  Technical 
Assistartce  Program  (RTAP)  Funds  for 
Operation  of  Technology  Transfer 
Centers  in  Region  OL 

From:  Associate  Administrator  for  Safety  and 
System  Applications,  Washington,  DC 
20590. 

To:  Mr.  John  G.  Bestgen,  Jr.,  Regional  Federal 
Highway  Administrator,  (HRA-01). 

An  additional  allocation  of  $162,082  in 
RTAP  funds  is  made  to  continue  operation  of 
the  Technology  Transfer  Centers  in  Region  1 
for  the  3-month  period  October  1, 1992 
through  DecemW  31, 1992. 

This  allocation  is  in  accordance  with 
delegations  of  authority  to  the  Regions  for  the 
RT^  Technology  Transfer  Centers  project 
and  related  correspondence.  The  following 
comments  are  offered  for  your  further 
information  and  guidance: 

•  Appropriation  code  37A  and  regular 
Federal-aid  procedures  should  be  used.  A 
copy  of  your  memoranda  advising  the 
divisions  and  authorizing  obligation  of  the 
funds  should  be  forwarded  immediately  to 
the  State  and  Local  Programs  Branch  (HTA- 
12).  A  copy  will  be  provided  to  the  Prograni 
Analysis  Division  (HFS-30),  where  the  funds 
will  ^  made  available  within  the  Financial 


Management  System  (FMISJ.  Hiis  step  is 
necessary  before  the  ^vision  offices  can 
enter  the  fiscal  data. 

•  The  individual  amounts  used  to  complete 
the  Region's  1992  allocation  are  indicated 
below.  Region  1  has  stiffident  funds  available 
from  the  December  allocation  to  complete  die 
funding  of  these  centers  for  the  remainder  of 
1992. 


State 

Fiscal  year  1992 
aSocahon 

Connecticul _  _  _ 

0  (Fully  funded) 

0  (FuMy  funded) 
$78,000 

0  (FuMy  fcjnded) 
$100,000 

Maine . 

. 

New  Hempahira . 

New  Ynrii  ' 

0  (Fully  funded) 
$100,000 

Rhode  Wwd-  . . 

0  (FuHy  funded) 

0  (FuNy  funded) 

•  RTAP  funds  allocated  herewith  need  to 
be  obligated  and  in  the  FMIS  by  June  30, 1992. 
Funds  not  under  agreement  by  this  time  will 
need  to  be  reallocated  to  national  RTAP 
activities.  Please  notify  the  State  and  Local 
Programs  Branch  as  soon  as  you  becoou 
aware  of  funds  to  be  released 

•  Funds  are  to  be  obligated  based  on  a 
work  {rian  and  budget  approved  by  your 
office.  Hease  make  sure  diat  each  center  is 
addressing  the  six  major  tasks: 

•  Compile  and  maintain  a  mailing  list 

•  Publish  a  quarterly  newsletter 

•  Provide  technology  transfer  material 

•  Provide  an  information  service 

•  Conduct  or  arrange  at  least  10  training 
seminars  per  year 

•  Perform  a  self-evaluation  after  the  first 
21  months  of  operation 

Costs  will  be  paid  on  a  reimbursable  basis 
with  the  RTAP  ^are  not  exceeding  SO 
percent  of  the  total  cost  at  any  time.  A  copy 
of  the  work  plan,  budget,  and  approval 
correspondence  should  be  provided  directly 
to  the  State  and  Local  Pro^-ams  Branch,  as 
soon  as  possible. 

If  there  are  any  questions  about  the 
calendar  year  1992  jMogram  requirements  or 
funding,  please  contact  Ms.  Janet  A.  Coleman 
of  the  State  and  Local  Programs  Branch  on 
FTS  366-4668. 

Dennis  C  Judycld 


Date:  March  27. 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HTA-12. 

Subject:  Allocation  for  Rural  Technical 
Assistance  Program  (RTAP)  Funds  for 
Operation  of  Technology  Transfer 
Centers  in  Region  03. 

From:  Associate  Administrator  for  Safety  and 
System  Applications,  Washington,  DC 
20S9a 

To:  Mr.  David  S  Gendell,  Regional  Federal 
:  Highway  Administrator.  (HRA-03). 

An  additional  aUocatioa  of  $75,000  in 
RTAP  funds  is  made  to  continue  operation  of 
the  Technology  Transfer  Centers  in  Region  3 
for  die  3-montfa  period  October  L 1992 
through  December  3L 1992. 

This  allocation  is  in  accordance  with 
delegations  of  authmity  to  the  Regions  for  the 
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RTAP  Technology  Transfer  Centers  project 
and  related  correspondence.  The  following 
comments  are  offered  for  your  further 
information  and  guidance: 

•  Appropriation  code  37A  and  regular 
Federal-aid  procedures  should  be  used.  A 
copy  of  your  memoranda  advising  the 
divisions  and  authorizing  obligation  of  the 
funds  should  be  forwarded  immediately  to 
the  State  and  Local  Programs  Branch  (HTA- 
12).  A  copy  will  be  provided  to  the  Program 
Analysis  Division  (HFS-30).  where  the  funds 
will  be  made  available  within  the  Financial 
Management  System  (FMIS).  This  step  is 
necessary  before  the  division  offices  can 
enter  the  hscal  data. 

•  The  individual  amounts  used  to  complete 
the  Region's  1992  allocation  are  indicated 
below. 


State 

Fiscal  year  1992 
allocation 

0  (Fully  funded) 

$25,000 

$25,000 

Virginta . - 

West  Virginia . 

000 

0  (Fully  funded) 

•  RTAP  funds  allocated  herewith  need  to 
be  obligated  and  in  the  FMIS  by  )uly  30, 1992. 
Funds  not  under  agreement  by  this  time  will 
need  to  be  reallocated  to  national  RTAP 
activities.  Please  notify  the  State  and  Local 
Programs  Branch  as  soon  as  you  become 
aware  of  funds  to  be  released. 

•  Funds  are  to  be  obligated  based  on  a 
work  plan  and  budget  approved  by  your 
office.  Please  make  sure  that  each  center  is 
addressing  the  six  major  tasks: 

•  Compile  and  maintain  a  mailing  list 

•  Publish  a  quarterly  newsletter 

•  Provide  technology  transfer  material 

•  Provide  an  information  service 

•  Conduct  or  arrange  at  least  10  training 
seminars  per  year 

•  Perform  a  self-evaluation  after  the  Brst 
21  months  of  operation 

Costs  will  be  paid  on  a  reimbursable  basis 
with  the  RTAP  share  not  exceeding  50 
percent  of  the  total  cost  at  any  time.  A  copy 
of  the  work  plan,  budget,  and  approval 
correspondence  should  be  provided  directly 
to  the  State  and  Local  Programs  Branch,  as 
soon  as  possible. 

If  there  are  any  questions  about  tlie 
calendar  year  1992  program  requirements  or 
funding,  please  contact  Ms.  Janet  A.  Coleman 
of  the  State  and  Local  Programs  Branch  on 
FTS  366-4668. 

Dennis  C.  Judycki 

Date:  March  27. 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HTA-12. 

Subject  Allocation  of  Rural  Technical 
Assistance  Program  (RTAP)  Funds  for 
Operation  of  Technology  Transfer 
Centers  in  Region  04. 

From:  Associate  Administrator  for  Safety  and 
System  Applications,  Washington,  DC 
20590. 

To:  Mr.  Leon  N.  Larson,  Regional  Federal 
Highway  Administrator,  (HRA-04). 

An  additional  allocation  of  $180,662  in 
RTAP  fund  is  made  to  continue  operation  of 


the  Technology  Transfer  Centers  in  Region  4 
for  the  3-month  period  October  1, 1992 
through  December  31, 1992. 

This  allocation  is  in  accordance  with 
delegations  of  authority  to  the  Regions  for  the 
RTAP  Technology  Transfer  Centers  project 
and  related  correspondence.  The  following 
comments  are  offered  for  your  further 
information  and  guidance: 

•  Appropriation  code  37A  and  regular 
Federal-aid  procedures  should  be  used.  A 
copy  of  your  memoranda  advising  the 
divisions  and  authorizing  obligation  of  the 
funds  should  be  forwarded  immediately  to 
the  State  and  Local  Programs  Branch  (HTA- 
12  .  A  copy  will  be  provided  to  the  Program 
Analysis  Division  (HFS-30),  where  the  funds 
will  be  made  available  within  the  Financial 
Management  System  (FMIS).  Hiis  step  is 
necessary  before  the  division  offices  can 
enter  the  fiscal  data. 

•  The  individual  amounts  used  to  complete 
the  Region's  1992  allocation  are  indicated 
below. 


State 

Fiscal 

year 

1992 

allocation 

$25,000 

Florida . 

25,000 

25,500 

Kentucky . 

25,000 

25,000 

North  dvolina . . . 

25,000 

5,662 

Tennessee . . . 

25,000 

•  RTAP  funds  allocated  herewith  need  to 
be  obligated  and  in  the  FMIS  by  June  30, 1992. 
Funds  not  under  agreement  by  this  time  will 
need  to  be  reallocated  to  national  RTAP 
activities.  Please  notify  the  State  and  Local 
Programs  Branch  as  soon  as  you  become 
aware  of  funds  to  be  released. 

•  Funds  are  to  be  obligated  based  on  a 
work  plan  and  budget  approved  by  your 
office.  Please  make  sure  that  each  center  is 
addressing  the  six  major  tasks: 

•  Compile  and  maintain  a  mailing  list 

•  Publish  a  quarterly  newsletter 

•  Provide  technology  transfer  material 

•  Provide  an  information  service 

•  Conduct  or  arrange  at  least  10  training 
seminars  per  year 

•  Perform  a  self-evaluation  after  the  ffrst 
21  months  of  operation 

Costs  will  be  paid  on  a  reimbursable  basis 
with  the  RTAP  share  not  exceeding  50 
percent  of  the  total  cost  at  any  time.  A  copy 
of  the  work  plan,  budget,  and  approval 
correspondence  should  be  provided  directly 
to  the  State  and  Local  Programs  Branch,  as 
soon  a  possible. 

If  there  are  any  questions  about  the 
calendar  year  1992  program  requirements  or 
funding,  please  contact  Ms.  Janet  A.  Coleman 
of  the  State  and  Local  Programs  Branch  on 
FTS366-466a 
Dennis  C.  Judycki 

Date:  March  27. 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HTA-12. 


Subject:  Allocation  of  Rural  Technical 
Assistance  Program  (RTAP)  Funds  for 
Operation  of  Technology  Transfer 
Centers  in  Region  05. 

From:  Associate  Administrator  for  Safety  and 
System  Applications,  Washington,  DC 
20590. 

To:  Mr.  Herbert  R.  Teets,  Regional  Federal 
Highway  Administrator,  (HRA-05). 

An  additional  allocation  of  $125,000  in 
RTAP  funds  is  made  to  continue  operation  of 
the  Technology  Transfer  Centers  in  Region  5 
for  the  3-month  period  October  1, 1992 
through  December  31, 1992. 

This  allocation  is  in  accordance  with 
delegations  of  authority  to  the  Regions  for  the 
RTAP  Technology  Transfer  Centers  project 
and  related  correspondence.  The  following 
comments  are  offered  for  your  further 
information  and  guidance: 

•  Appropriation  code  37A  and  regular 
Federal-aid  procedures  should  be  used.  A 
copy  of  your  memoranda  advising  the 
divisions  and  authorizing  obligation  of  the 
funds  should  be  forwarded  immediately  to 
the  State  and  Local  Programs  Branch  (HTA- 
12).  A  copy  will  be  provided  to  the  Program 
Analysis  Division  (HFS-30),  where  the  funds 
will  be  made  available  within  the  Financial 
Management  System  (FMIS).  This  step  is 
necessary  before  the  division  offices  can 
enter  the  Hscal  data. 

•  The  individual  amounts  used  to  complete 
the  Region's  1992  allocation  are  indicated 
below. 


State 

Fiscal 

year 

1992 

allocation 

Indiana . 

$25,000 

Michigan . 

25,000 

Ohio . 

. . . 

25,000 

0 

Wisconsin . 

25,000 

Illinois . 

25,000 

•  RTAP  funds  allocated  herewith  need  to 
be  obligated  and  in  the  FMIS  by  June  30, 1992. 
Funds  not  under  agreement  by  this  time  will 
need  to  be  reallocated  to  national  RTAP 
activities.  Please  notify  the  State  and  Local 
Programs  Branch  as  soon  as  you  become 
aware  of  funds  to  be  released. 

•  Funds  are  to  be  obligated  based  on  a 
work  plan  and  budget  approved  by  your 
office.  Please  make  sure  that  each  center  is 
addressing  the  six  major  tasks: 

•  Compile  and  maintain  a  mailing  list 

•  Publish  a  quarterly  newsletter 

•  Provide  technology  transfer  material 

•  Provide  an  information  service 

•  Conduct  or  arrange  at  least  10  training 
seminars  per  year 

•  Perform  a  self-evaluation  after  the  Hrst 
21  months  of  operation 

Costs  will  be  paid  on  a  reimbursable  basis 
with  the  RTAP  share  not  exceeding  50 
percent  of  the  total  cost  at  any  time.  A  copy 
of  the  work  plan,  budget,  and  approval 
correspondence  should  be  provided  directly 
to  the  State  and  Local  Programs  Branch,  as 
soon  as  possible. 
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If  there  are  any  questions  about  the 
calendar  year  1992  program  requirements  or 
funding,  please  contact  Ms.  Janet  A.  Coleman 
of  the  State  and  Local  Programs  Branch  on 
FTS  366-4668. 

Dennis  C.  Judycki 

Date:  March  27, 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HTA-12. 

Subject:  Allocation  of  Rural  Technical 
Assistance  Program  (RTAP)  Funds  for 
Operation  of  Technology  Transfer 
Centers  in  Region  06 

From:  Associate  Administrator  for  Safety  and 
System  Applications,  Washington,  DC 
20590. 

To:  Mr.  Wesley  S.  Mendenhall,  Jr.,  Regional 
Federal  Highway  Administrator,  (HRA- 
06). 

An  additional  allocation  of  $105,000  in 
RTAP  funds  is  made  to  continue  operation  of 
the  Technology  Transfer  Centers  in  Region  6 
for  the  3-month  period  October  1, 1992 
through  December  31, 1992. 

This  allocation  is  in  accordance  with 
delegations  of  authority  to  the  Regions  for  the 
RTAP  Technology  Transfer  Centers  project 
and  related  correspondence.  The  following 
comments  are  offered  for  your  further 
information  and  guidance: 

•  Appropriation  code  37A  and  regular 
Federal-aid  procedures  should  be  used.  A 
copy  of  your  memoranda  advising  the 
division  and  authorizing  obligation  of  the 
funds  should  be  forwarded  immediately  to 
the  State  and  Local  Programs  Branch  (HTA- 
12).  A  copy  will  be  provided  to  the  Program 
Analysis  Division  {HFS-30),  where  the  funds 
will  be  made  available  within  the  Financial 
Management  System  (FMIS).  This  step  is 
necessary  before  the  division  offices  can 
enter  the  fiscal  data. 

•  The  individual  amounts  used  to  complete 
the  Region's  1992  allocation  are  indicated 
below. 


•  RTAP  funds  allocated  herewith  need  to 
be  obligated  and  in  the  FMIS  by  June  30, 1992. 
Funds  not  under  agreement  by  this  time  will 
need  to  be  reallocated  to  national  RTAP 
activities.  Please  notify  the  State  and  Local 
Program  Branch  as  soon  as  you  become 
aware  of  funds  to  be  released. 

•  Funds  are  to  be  obligated  based  on  a 
work  plan  and  budget  approved  by  your 
office.  Please  make  sure  ^at  each  center  is 
addressing  the  six  major  tasks: 

•  Compile  and  maintain  a  mailing  list 

•  Publish  a  quarterly  newsletter 

•  Provide  technology  transfer  material 

•  Provide  an  information  service 

•  Conduct  or  arrange  at  least  10  training 
seminars  per  year 

•  Perform  a  self-evaluation  after  the  Brst 
21  months  of  operation 


Costs  will  be  paid  on  a  reimbursable  basis 
with  the  RTAP  share  not  exceeding  SO 
percent  of  the  total  cost  at  any  time.  A  copy 
of  the  work  plan,  budget,  and  approval 
correspondence  should  be  provided  directly 
to  the  State  and  Local  Programs  Branch,  as 
soon  as  possible. 

If  there  are  any  questions  about  the 
calendar  year  1992  program  requirements  or 
funding,  please  contact  Ms.  Janet  A.  Coleman 
of  the  State  and  Local  Programs  Branch  on 
FTS  366-4668. 

Dennis  C.  Judycki 

Date:  March  27, 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn.;  of  HTA-12. 

Subject:  Allocation  of  Rural  Technical 
Assistance  Program  (RTAP)  Funds  for 
Operation  of  Technology  Transfer 
Centers  in  Region  07. 

From;  Associate  Administrator  for  Safety  and 
System  Applications,  Washington,  DC 
20590. 

To:  Mr.  Volmer  K.  Jensen,  Regional  Federal 
Highway  Administrators.  (HRA-07). 

An  additional  allocation  of  $115,000  in 
RTAP  funds  is  made  to  continue  operation  of 
the  Technology  Transfer  Centers  in  Region  7 
for  the  3-month  period  October  1, 1992 
through  December  31, 1992. 

This  allocation  is  in  accordance  with 
delegations  of  authority  to  the  Regions  for  the 
RTAP  Technology  Transfer  Centers  project 
and  related  correspondence.  The  following 
comments  are  offered  for  your  further 
information  and  guidance: 

•  Appropriation  code  37A  and  regular 
Federal-aid  procedures  should  be  used.  A 
copy  of  your  memoranda  advising  the 
divisions  and  authorizing  obligation  of  the 
funds  should  be  forwarded  immediately  to 
the  State  and  Local  Programs  Branch  (HTA- 
12).  A  copy  will  be  provided  to  the  Program 
Analysis  Division  (HFS-30),  where  the  funds 
will  be  made  available  within  the  Financial 
Management  System  (FMIS).  This  step  is 
necessary  before  the  division  offices  can 
enter  the  fiscal  data. 

•  The  individual  amounts  used  to  complete 
the  Region’s  1992  allocation  are  indicated 
below. 


•  RTAP  funds  allocated  herewith  need  to 
be  obligated  and  in  the  FMIS  by  June  30, 1992. 
Funds  not  under  agreement  by  this  time  will 
need  to  be  reallocated  to  national  RTAP 
activities.  Please  notify  the  State  and  Local 
Programs  Branch  as  soon  as  you  become 
aware  of  funds  to  be  released. 

•  Funds  are  to  be  obligated  based  on  a 
work  plan  and  budget  approved  by  your 
office.  Please  make  sure  Aat  each  center  is 
addressing  the  six  major  tasks: 

•  Compile  and  maintain  a  mailing  list 

•  Publish  a  quarterly  newsletter 


•  Provide  technology  transfer  material 

•  Provide  an  information  service 

•  Conduct  or  arrange  at  least  10  training 
seminars  per  year 

•  Perform  a  self-evaluation  after  the  first 
21  months  of  operation 

Costs  will  be  paid  on  a  reimbursable  basis 
with  the  RTAP  share  not  exceeding  50 
percent  of  the  total  cost  at  any  time.  A  copy 
of  the  work  plan,  budget,  and  approval 
correspondence  should  be  provided  directly 
to  the  State  and  Local  Programs  Branch,  as 
soon  as  possible. 

If  there  are  any  questions  about  the 
calendar  year  1992  program  requirements  or 
funding,  please  contact  Ms.  Janet  A.  Coleman 
of  the  State  and  Local  Programs  Branch  of 
FTS  366-4668. 

Dennis  C.  Judycki 

Date:  March  27, 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HTA-12. 

Subject:  Allocation  of  Rural  Technical 
Assistance  Program  (RTAP)  Funds  for 
Operation  of  Technology  Transfer 
Centers  in  Region  08. 

From:  Associate  Administrator  for  Safety  and 
System  Applications,  Washington,  DC 
20590. 

To:  Mr.  Louis  N.  MacDonald.  Regional 

Federal  Highway  Administrator,  (HRA- 
08). 

An  additional  allocation  of  $146,019  in 
RTAP  funds  is  made  to  continue  operation  of 
the  Technology  Transfer  Centers  in  Region  8 
for  the  3-month  period  October  1. 1992 
through  Decemlwr  31, 1992. 

This  allocation  is  an  accordance  with 
delegations  of  authority  to  the  Regions  for  the 
RTAP  Technology  Transfer  Centers  project 
and  related  correspondence.  The  following 
conunents  are  offered  for  your  further 
information  and  guidance: 

•  Appropriation  code  37A  and  regular 
Federal-aid  procedures  should  be  used.  A 
copy  of  yoitf  memoranda  advising  the 
divisions  and  authorizing  obligation  of  the 
fimds  should  be  forwarded  immediately  to 
the  State  and  Local  Programs  Branch  (HTA- 
12).  A  copy  will  be  provided  to  the  Pr^am 
Analysis  Division  (HFS-30),  where  the  funds 
will  be  made  available  within  the  Financial 
Management  System  (FMIS).  This  step  is 
necessary  before  the  division  offices  can 
enter  the  fiscal  data. 

•  The  individual  amoimts  used  to  complete 
the  Region’s  1992  allocation  are  indicated 
below. 


•  RTAP  funds  allocated  herewith  need  to 
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be  obligated  and  in  the  FKOS  by  June  30. 1992. 
Funds  not  under  agreement  by  this  time  will 
need  to  be  reallocated  to  national  RTAP 
activities.  Please  notify  the  State  and  Local 
Programs  Branch  as  soon  as  you  become 
aware  of  funds  to  be  released. 

•  Funds  are  to  be  obligated  based  on  a 
work  plan  and  budget  approved  by  your 
office.  Please  make  sure  that  each  center  ia 
addressing  the  six  major  tasks: 

•  Compile  and  maintain  a  mailing  list 

•  Publish  a  quarteriy  newsletter 

•  Provide  technology  transfer  material 

•  Provide  an  information  service 

•  Conduct  or  arrange  at  least  10  training 
seminars  per  year 

•  Perform  a  self-evaluation  after  the  first 
21  months  of  operation 

Costs  will  be  paid  on  a  reimbursable  basis 
with  the  RTAP  share  not  exceeding  50 
percent  of  the  total  cost  at  any  time.  A  copy 
of  the  work  plan,  budget,  and  approval 
correspondence  should  be  provided  directly 
to  the  State  and  Local  Programs  Branch,  as 
soon  as  possible. 

If  there  are  any  questions  about  the 
calendar  year  1992  program  requirements  or 
funding,  please  contact  Ms.  Janet  A.  Coleman 
of  the  State  and  Local  Programs  Branch  on 
FTS36&-4e68. 

Dennis  C.  Judycki 

Date:  March  27. 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HTA-12. 

Subject:  Allocation  of  Rural  Technical 
Assistance  Program  (RTAP)  Funds  for 
Operation  of  Technology  Transfer 
Centers  in  Region  09. 

From:  Associate  Administrator  for  Safety  and 

System  y^plications,  Washington,  DC 

20590. 

To:  Mr.  Edwin  M.  Wood,  Regional  Federal 
Highway  Administrator.  (HRA-09). 

An  additional  allocation  of  $81,250  in 
RTAP  funds  is  made  to  continue  operation  of 
the  Technology  Transfer  Centers  in  Region  9 
for  the  3-month  period  October  1, 1992 
through  Deceml^r  31, 1992. 

This  allocation  is  in  accordance  with 
delegations  of  authority  to  the  Regions  for  the 
RTAP  Technology  Transfer  Centers  project 
and  related  correspondence.  The  following 
comments  are  offered  for  your  further 
information  and  guidance: 

•  Appropriation  code  37A  and  regular 
Federal-aid  procedures  should  be  used.  A 
copy  of  your  memoranda  advising  the 
divisions  and  authorizing  obligation  of  the 
funds  should  be  forwarded  immediately  to 
the  State  and  Local  Programs  Branch  (HTA- 
12).  A  copy  will  be  provided  to  the  Program 
Analysis  Division  (HFS-^.  where  the  funds 
will  be  made  available  within  the  Financial 
Management  System  (FMIS).  This  step  is 
necessary  before  Uie  ^vision  offices  can 
enter  the  fiscal  data. 

•  The  individual  amounts  used  to  complete 
the  Region’s  1992  allocation  are  indicated 
below. 


•  RTAP  funds  allocated  herewith  need  to 
be  obligated  and  in  the  FMIS  by  June  30, 1992. 
Fimds  not  under  agreement  by  tlds  time  will 
need  to  be  reallocated  to  national  RTAP 
activities.  Please  notify  the  State  and  Local 
Programs  Branch  as  soon  as  you  become 
aware  of  funds  to  be  released. 

•  Fund  are  to  be  obligated  based  on  a 
work  plan  and  budget  approved  by  your 
office.  Please  make  sure  that  each  center  is 
addressing  the  six  major  tasks: 

•  Compile  and  maintain  a  mailing  list 

•  Publish  a  quarterly  newsletter 

•  Provide  technology  transfer  material 

•  Provide  an  information  service 

•  Conduct  or  arrange  at  least  10  training 
seminars  per  year 

•  Perform  a  self-evaluation  after  the  first 
21  months  of  operation 

Costs  will  be  paid  on  a  reimbursable  basis 
with  the  RTAP  share  not  exceeding  50 
percent  of  the  total  cost  at  any  time.  A  copy 
of  the  work  plan,  budget,  and  approval 
correspondence  should  be  provided  directly 
to  the  State  and  Local  Programs  Branch,  as 
soon  as  possible. 

If  there  are  any  questions  about  the 
calendar  year  1992  program  requirements  or 
funding,  please  contact  Ms.  Janet  A.  Coleman 
of  the  State  and  Local  Programs  Branch  on 
FTS365-466a 
Dennis  C  Judycki 

Date:  March  27, 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn  of:  HTA-12. 

Subject:  Allocation  of  Rural  Technical 
Assistance  Program  (RTAP)  Funds  for 
Operation  of  Tedmology  Transfer 
Centers  in  Region  10. 

From:  Associate  Administrator  for  Safety  and 
System  Applications,  Washington,  DC 
2059a 

To:  Mr.  Jerald  P.  Clark,  Regional  Federal 
Highway  Administrator,  (HRA-10). 

An  additional  allocation  of  $100,000  in 
RTAP  funds  is  made  to  continue  operation  of 
the  Technology  Transfer  Centers  in  Region  10 
for  the  3-month  period  October  1, 1992 
through  Deceml^r  31, 1992. 

This  allocation  is  in  accordance  with 
delegations  of  authority  to  the  Regions  for  the 
RTAP  Technology  Transfer  Centers  project 
and  related  correspondence.  The  following 
comments  are  offered  for  your  fiirther 
information  and  guidance: 

•  Appropriation  code  37A  and  regular 
Federal-aid  procedures  should  be  used.  A 
copy  of  your  memoranda  advising  the 
divisions  and  authorizing  obligation  of  the 
funds  should  be  forwarded  immediately  to 
the  State  and  Local  Programs  Branch  (HTA- 
12).  A  copy  will  be  provided  to  the  Program 
Analysis  Division  (HFS-30),  where  the  funds 
will  be  made  available  within  the  Rnancial 
Management  System  (FMIS).  ’This  step  is 


necessary  before  the  division  offices  can 
enter  the  fiscal  data. 

•  The  individual  amounts  used  to  complete 
the  Region's  1992  allocation  are  indicated 
below. 


State 

Fiscal 

year 

1992 

allocation 

$25,000 

25,000 

25,000 

25,000 

•  RTAP  funds  allocated  herewith  need  to 
be  obligated  and  in  the  FMIS  by  June  30, 1992. 
Funds  not  under  agreement  by  this  time  will 
need  to  be  reallocated  to  national  RTAP 
activities.  Please  notify  the  State  and  Local 
Programs  Branch  as  soon  as  you  become 
aware  of  funds  to  be  released. 

•  Funds  are  to  be  obligated  based  on  a 
work  plan  and  budget  approved  by  your 
office.  Please  make  sure  that  each  center  is 
addressing  the  six  major  tasks: 

•  Compile  and  maintain  a  mailing  list. 

•  Publish  a  quarterly  newsletter. 

•  Provide  technology  transfer  material. 

•  Provide  an  information  service. 

•  Conduct  or  arrange  at  least  10  training 
seminars  per  year. 

•  Perform  a  self-evaluation  after  the  first 
21  months  of  operation. 

Costs  will  be  paid  on  a  reimbursable  basis 
with  the  RTAP  share  not  exceeding  50 
percent  of  the  total  cost  at  any  time.  A  copy 
of  the  work  plan,  budget,  and  approval 
correspondence  should  be  provided  directly 
to  the  State  and  Local  Programs  Branch,  as 
soon  as  possible. 

If  there  are  any  questions  about  the 
calendar  year  1992  program  requirements  or 
funding,  please  contact  Ms.  Janet  A.  Coleman 
of  the  State  and  Local  Programs  Branch  on 
FTS  366-4668. 

Dennis  C.  Judycki 

Date:  March  31. 1992. 

Reply  to  Attn,  of:  HNG-13. 

Subject:  Information:  Intermodal  Surface 
Transportation  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA) 
Implementation  of  Section  1014. 

From:  Associate  Administrator  for  Program 
Development 

To:  Regional  Federal  Highway 

A^inistrators,  Division  Administrators, 
Federal  Lands  Highway  Program 
Administrator. 

Section  1014  of  the  1991  ISTEA  added  a 
new  Chapter  160  to  Title  23,  United  States 
Code,  providing  for  the  "Reimbursement  for 
Segments  of  the  Interstate  System 
Constructed  Without  Federal  Assistance," 
The  reimbursement  concept  is  an  outgrowth 
of  section  114  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  of  195a  which  directed  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  “to  determine  whether  or  not 
the  Federal  Government  should  equitably 
reimburse  any  State  for  a  portion  of  a 
highway  which  is  on  the  Interstate  System, 
whether  toll  or  fiee,  the  construction  of  whidi 
has  been  completed  subsequent  to  August  2, 
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1947,  or  which  is  either  in  actual  use  or  under 
construction  by  contract,  for  completion, 
awarded  not  later  than  June  30, 1957  *  * 

The  results  of  that  study  were  reported  to 
Congress  on  January  7, 1958,  and  identified 
$4,967  billion  as  the  equitable  reimbursement 
amount,  split  almost  evenly  between  the  non- 
Federal  share  of  toll  and  free  roads.  An 
excerpt  from  that  study  report  is  attached.  In 
the  1991 ISTEA,  the  same  reimbursement 
amount  is  shown  in  section  1014  (23  U.S.C. 
160(cJ]  in  the  reimbursement  table  as  the 
“Original  Cost  in  Millions.”  The  Congress 
therein  computed  its  own  "Reimbursement 


Percentage"  and  total  “Reimbursement 
Amount  in  Millions,”  providing  at  least  0.5 
percent  on  each  State. 

Section  160(f)  authorizes  $2  billion  annually 
for  the  Reimbursement  Program  for  fiscal 
years  1996  and  1997.  Section  160(d)  provides 
that  reimbursement  funds  will  be  transferred 
to  the  Surface  Transportation  Program,  and 
will  be  administered  in  accordance  with  23 
U.S.C.  133,  except  that  50  percent  of  the 
transferred  amounts  are  exempt  from  die 
requirements  of  23  U.S.C.  133(d)(1),  (d)(2),  and 
(d)(3). 


The  act  also  dictates  speciHc  Kansas 
projects  to  be  funded  with  the  amounts 
allocated  to  that  State  in  fiscal  years  1996 
and  1997,  and  that  the  provisions  of  Section 
160(d)  and  133(d)(3)  of  title  23  do  not  apply  to 
the  allocations  to  Kansas  in  those  years. 

Questions  regarding  Section  1014  should  be 
directed  to  Don  Marttila  of  the  Interstate  and 
Program  Support  Branch  FTS  366-4637. 
Anthony  R.  Kane 
Attachment 

BIU.IMQ  CODE  4t10-22-M 


Tabus  A-2. — Distrilmtum  of  coats:  ToU  roads  a 


[In  mil 


State 

Non- 

Federal 

aid 

Toll  roads 

Federal 

aid 

AlAhamn.  _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

|H|||H|| 

Arlxona _ _ _ _ _ 

nmmum 

Arkanana  _  _ _  _  _  _  _ _ _  _  _ 

nalifniniA  _ 

126.4 

Colorado _ _ _ 

Connecticut _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ........... _ _ _ _ 

47.1 

30.2 
20.7 

6.9 

TlAlAWftrA  .  _ .  _ 

Dlnrlria  ...  _  __  . 

Otiorglfl,  -  --  _  _  _ 

11.7 

THahn  _ _ ^ _ _ _ 

TllinAlB _ _ _ 

272.8 

148.6 

L2 

88.9 

26.0 

mmmm 

TnHiana  ...  .  .  _ , . . .  ... 

nmmun 

Iowa _ ... 

■miiBB 

ITuuiaa...  _ _ 

Kentucky  -. 

T^nlalftna  ....  _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ 

MaItia..  .  _  .  .  . 

8a4 

86.7 
178.0 

78.8 

Maryland  -  _  _  _  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 

V’AaaAr'.hii.aAt.ta _ _  _ 

^  ^  ^  _  _ 

Mtnn^tA..  _  _ 

Miaaiaalnpi  _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Missouri  . . . . . . . .......... _ 

20.0 

MimtAnA  _  _  . 

Nebp^alcB.  _  .  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _ .  _ .  _  .  _  _  _  _  . 

.7 

Navaga  .  .  .  _  .  _  .  _ 

Maw  HAtnpahJrfl. .  _  _  _  ...  _  _  _  _  .  _  . 

A6 

811.3 

MAWjATflAy  -  __  _ -  -  _ _ 

MAWMATi(>>,,  ,  .  _  _  _  ....  _  _  . 

Maw  York.  _  .  _  .  _  ... 

607.6 

North  CorollnA,  ,  _  _  .  _ ...  .  . 

North  Dakota _ 

Ohio _  _ 

16&6 

7Z7 

4.1 

219.9 

OklAhoTOA  _ _ _  _ _  _ _ 

OrAgon  ..  ..  .  _  _ _  .  _  __  ...  .  - 

pAnrutvIvfintft _ _ _ _ 

RhodA  TalAnd  _  _  ... 

South  CarolinA  _ _ 

South  Dakota  ..  - , _ 

TannAasM  ..  _ _  _ _ _  .  _  . 

Tftzaa  --  -  _  -  -  .  -  _  _ 

42.6 

Utah _  ... _  _  -  -  _  _ 

Vermont _  ___  . 

Virginia _  _  ...  _ _ _  . 

96.8 

2.8 

Waahington _ • _  __  _ _  _  _ 

West  Vfrginla  ... _  ......  ...  ..  _ 

WLaconsin _  .  _  _ _  .  .  _ 

Wyoming  _  __  _  _ 

District  of  Coliimhia  . . .  _  _  _  _ 

Total _  _  _  .  ...  .  _ 

1.7 

BILUNQ  CODE  4910-22-C 


\d9  and  free  roade;  non-Federal  aid  and  Federal  aid  I 


ix  mmions] 


roads 

Free  roads 

Total 

Total 

Non* 

Federal 

aid 

Federal 

aid 

Total 

Non- 

Federal 

aid 

Federal 

aid 

Total 

HI 

80.0 

10.0 

10.7 

25.0 

8187 

44.0 

80.0 

19.0 

81 

2081 

287 

$0.7 

25.0 

80 

87.5 

318 

186 

$18  7 
44.0 
180 
385.6 
47.5 
820.5 
39.3 

6.1 

ao 

180 

|26l4 

371.7 

87.5 

360.3 

47.6 

32.7 

34.8 

47.1 

266.0 

ia5 

3884 

8180 

80.3 

80.3 

30.7 

lao 

6.4 

15.4 

30.7 
480 

88 

474.5 

167.0 

5.3 

101.1 

31.6, 

21.7 
383 

84 

312 

7.5 

814 

36.1 

70.2 
183 

5580 

11.7 

7.6 

4ai 

4.8 

22.5 

7.5 

686 

188 

373.8 

201.7 

84.4 

2881 

148.5 

18.5 

ia3 

84.7 

16.2 

7.0 

10.3 

85 

186 

3.7 

183.2 

183 

111.4 

381 

34.3 

41.9 

1.3 

4.1 

7.0 

11.1 

88.8 

12.3 

ia8 

286 

36.0 

5.6 

a6 

181 

21.7 

12.6 

34.3 

11.5 

8a4 

7.8 

8.7 

86.7 

66.0 

18.4 

158.6 

283.1 

2281 

184 

167.0 

178.9 

100.3 

13.2 

50.8 

2083 

73.8 

154.8 

287.0 

180 

84 

74.1 

5.0 

1.1 

10.8 

86 

481 

287 

30.0* 

180 

120.2 

181 

.0 

11.1 

.5 

181 

.7 

1.6 

Z2 

9.7 

11.0 

82 

0.7 

•  11.9 

4.5 

8.8 

88 

81 

88 

83 

10.6 

81L3 

23l0 

683 

3586 

280 

3716 

13.7 

21.8 

7.6 

187 

21.3 

607.6 

’1 

133.6 

4581 

020.1 

133.5 

1,068  6 
59.0 

35.7 

34.2 

50.0 

35.7 

213 

8.4 

4.5 

7.0 

3.4 

15 

7.0 

166.5 

oao 

5a7 

14L6 

257.4 

587 

8081 

7Z7 

1&4 

13.7 

381 

01.1 

187 

104.8 

4.1 

74.1 

31.0 

1080 

783 

31.0 

110.1 

310.9 

133.8 

103.4 

2382 

353.7 

1084 

4581 

*12.4 

ao 

10.8 

184 

80 

10.3 

4.4 

84 

88 

84 

84 

0.8 

5.1 

82 

188 

81 

83 

183 

7.1 

0.2 

188 

7.1 

9.2 

183 

43.5 

157.7 

97.3 

254.0 

200.2 

07.3 

307.4 

5.0 

186 

10.4 

5.0 

18.6 

10.4 

1.3 

LO 

8.3 

1.8 

LO 

83 

06.8 

13.0 

185 

284 

110.7 

115 

1282 

3.8 

7a  1 

288 

00.9 

780 

30.8 

03.7 

5.8 

86 

0.8 

5.3 

15 

0.8 

7.6 

86 

13.1 

7.6 

5.5 

181 

8.0 

186 

24.5 

89 

15.6 

315 

8.6 

9.3 

17.8 

86 

0.3 

17.8 

D 

3,593.0 

2;  87a  6 

1,127.0 

8503.6 

4,0680 

L1287 

6,0086 
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Date:  April  6. 1992. 

R^y  to  Attn.  oK  HEP-tl.  TGM-ZL 
Subject:  bifmmatkm  :  biteria  Gukience  oa 
the  ISTEA  Metropobtan  PUnwing 
RequiremenUc 

From:  Federal  Midway  Associate 

Administrator  for  Program  Development, 
Federal  Thinstt  Associate  Administrator 
for  Grants  Management. 

To:  Regional  Federal  Highway 

Adninietralors.  Fedetal  Transit  Area 
Directors  and  RegkHial  Adrainietratoca. 
The  purpose  of  the  attadwd  Interim 
Guidance  on  the  ISTEA  Metepolitan 
Planning  Requirements  is  to  provide  guidance 
to  the  FIWA  and  FTA  Beld  offices  aawell  as 
States  and  MPOs  (Hi  addressing  die  ISTEA 
metropoliUm  planning  requircnwnts  pending 
the  issuance  of  formal  guidance  tfaroogb  the 
rulemaking  process.  The  guidance  is  intended 
to  clarify  and  emphasize  the  ^tutory 
requirements  that  must  be  met  and  to  provide 
target  dates  by  which  the  MPOs  and  States 
will  be  expected  to  comply  widi  the  various 
provisions.  Gmdance  on  the  initial  phase  ot 
the  Congestion  Managemeid  System  diM  is 
required  in  tr«Mportatk«  management  areas 
is  also  provided. 

In  addition  to  the  Interim  Guidafice,  we  are 
also  providii^  a  Summary  of  Target  Dates 
For  Implementing  Certain  ISTEA 
Metropolitan  Planning  Requirements.  This 
Suimnary  is  intended  as  a  quick  leterenoa 
and  ahottld  be  uaed  in  conymctien  wiA  the 
Interim  Guidance  to  fuDy  understand  the 
phase-in-schedule  and  overall  guidance  being 
provided 

Copies  of  die  Interim  Guidance  should  be 
proved  to  the  State  transportation  agency, 
transit  operetocs,  MPOs,  a^  die  Governor's 
OCRce.  In  additioB.  it  may  be  provided  to 
other  interested  individutde  or  oegenhutioae. 
We  expect  to  formally  publish  die  Interim 
Guidance  in  the  Fedai^  Register  Portly. 
Quesdona  on  die  Interim  Guidance  sho^  be 
directed  to  Mr.  Robert  Khkland  (FTA,  TGM- 
21.  FTS  3Qg-161^  or  Mr.  Dean  Smeine 
(FHWA.  HEP-U.  FTS  386-9227). 

AndKuiy  R.  Kane 
Robert  R  Mddanas 
Attaidiments 

Summary  of  Target  Datas  for 
Implementing  Cwtatn  ISTEA 
MetropoKtan  Planning  Requirameata 

Deaigfuttion  cfhiPOS  in  New  IMtanaed 
AreaefUZAS) 

•  MPOs  shonld  be  designated  at  80on 
as  possible,  but  will  need  to  be 
designated  in  time  to  devek^  mid 
approve  a  TlPby  l(^/92. 

MetropoUtan  Boundaries  for  the 
Planning  Process 

•  MetEopolitaB  area  bouadaiiea 
sbould  be  eatablislied  aa  aoaa  aa 
poeaiNe.  but  will  need  to  be  eatahUlshad 
in  time  to  eneura  Aat  the  ptocaaa,  |dan. 
and  tranHMMrtation  mqHroveraenl 
program  (TIP)  billy  cover  the 
metropolitan  area  no  latar  than  October 
1. 1993. 


Planning  Process 

•  Except  for  the  reeptirement  to 
consider  the  results  ol  the  managemott 
systems,  fnli  compliance  widi  all  of  the 
ISTEA  reqmmitenta  for  the  plamung 
process  is  expected  by  10/1/93  for 
UZAs  designated  by  Census  prior  to  dia 
1990  Census. 

•  It  is  expected  dial  MPOs  in  new 
U21As  desi^iated  as  a  result  of  die  1900 
Census  will  meet  the  metropolitan 
planning  requiremerds  witto  three 
ycers  &om  (late  of  enactment  of  the 
ISTEA  (by  12/18/94). 

Long  Range  Transportation  Plan 

•  Except  for  cooaideiing  die  results  of 
the  management  systems,  it  is  expected 
that  all  pLra  in  nonattainment  areas 
will  be  updated  to  fully  comply  with  the 
ISTEA  requirements  by  lO/l/^ 

•  Plans  for  areas  not  designated  as 
MHiattainment  riioold  be  up^ted  as 
soon  as  possible,  but  no  later  than  12/ 
18/94. 

Transportation  Improvement  Program 
(TIP) 

•  As  soon  as  poesd^  but  no  later 
than  7/1/92,  die  Governor  or  die 
Govemor^s  des^inee  must  approve  any 
new  or  ammided  TIP. 

•  It  is  expected  diet  die  flexibility 
provisions  will  receive  foil  consideration 
in  the  devriopment  of  TIPt  few  MPO/ 
State  FYs  begmning  on  or  after  7/1/92. 

•  For  nrbemized  areas  designated 
prior  to  die  1990  Census,  a  TIP  fmr  a 
MPO/State  fiscal  year  beghming  on  or 
after  7/1/92  should  address  all  of  die 
ISTEA  requirements  and  should  be 
developed  for  die  metropolitan  area. 

•  Alfooug^  MPOs  in  newly 
designated  UZAs  wiB  be  given  three 
years  to  establish  a  planning  process, 
they  win  need  to  work  with  t^  State 
and  transit  operator  to  develop  and 
approve  a  TIP  by  10/1/92  that  includes 
aU  prefects  to  be  foiid^  undw  Title  23 
(v  the  FTA. 

Praiect  Selection 

•  Ifodl  fnly  1, 1992,  States  and  transit 
operators  may  proceed  with  projects 
(except  for  projects  in  TMAs  diat  are  to 
be  fimded  widi  snballocated  STP  funds) 
inchided  in  the  annual  element  of  the 
current  TIP.  For  projects  to  be  funded 
widi  subattocated  STPfimda.  tba  State/ 
trmmit  operator  mnst  receive  dm 
concurrence  of  the  MPO  bdbn 
proceeding. 

•  The  States,  transit  operators,  and 
the  MPO  must  devek^  appcqpriate 
profect  selection  procedines  for  pKqects 
to  be  implemented  between  July  1, 1992 
and  October  1. 1992  in  both  TMAs  and 
nonTMAs. 


•  Pro  jects  outside  the  area  covered  by 
a  current  TIP  but  within  the  designated 
metropolitan  area  or  in  a  new  UZA  can 
proce^  throu^  10/1/92  if  included  in 
an  approved  105  pre^am  or  a  Section  18 
program.  However,  beginning  7/1/92, 
the  appropriate  selection  procedures 
will  need  to  be  satisfied. 

•  The  required  project  selection 
procedures  should  be  fully  imideinented 
by  10/1/92. 

Congestion  Management  System  (CMS) 

•  For  the  initial  phase  of  the  phase-fli 
schedule  for  implementation  of  the  CMS, 
a  currently  self-certified  plamung 
process  in  ctmjunctkm  writh  the  NEPA 
process  can  constitute  an  interim 
congestion  management  system 
provided  that  it  meets  die  specified 
criteria. 

Nota^nys  s^sdul*  ndy  dtacussea  the 
fanphinentatton  dates  for  certain 
Metropoktaa  piamdnf  praviiiana  and  awal 
barsad  in  cenjmetion  widi  dw  iaAetkn 
guidance  to  biUy  andarstand  tka  phaae-ia 
■Aadula  and  overall  gaidance  being 
provided  tqf  FHWA  and  FTA. 

Interim  Guhknce  on  ISTEA 
MetropoUtan  Planning  Raqairainante 

General 

The  purpose  of  diis  document  is  to 
provide  interim  guidance  to  die  FHWA 
and  FTA  field  (^caa  on  addresetiig  the 
ISTEA  metropoUtan  planning 
requirements  pending  the  ianiance  of 
fonnal  guidance  diroi^  die  rulemaking 
process.  Ths  gnidsnee  is  hitendcd  to 
clarify  and  emphasise  the  statutory 
requirements  diat  must  be  met  and  to 
provide  target  dates  by  which  the  MPOs 
and  States  wiU  be  expected  to  comply 
with  die  various  provisions.  In  a  few 
cases,  suggestions  on  how  to  meet 
certain  requitementa  hi  a  more  flexible 
and/or  sic^Ufied  manner  are  provided, 

«» g,? 

•  Preliminary  views  on  use  of 
abbreviated  procedures  hi  certain  non- 
transportation  management  areas  dial 
are  not  nonattahunent  for  ozone  or 
carbon  monoxide. 

•  Suggestions  for  simplified  project 
selection  procedutea  once  tha  TIP  has 
be«a  devrioped  in  accordance  widi  the 
ISTEA  requirements,  Le..  prioritized, 
financially  reasonabk,  and  ^iptoved  by 
both  tba  MPO  and  tha  Governor. 

In  the  case  of  die  reqairemmit  far 
development  (ri  a  congestion 
management  system  (CMS)  in  TMAs, 
the  guidance  addresses  ph^  1  of  dm 
pha^in  schedule  die  Secretary  is 
required  to  provide.  In  phase  1.  ths 
existing  urbm  tran^wetation  planning 
process  in  conjunction  with  the  NEPA 
process  can  emstitute  an  hitefim  CMS  if 
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certain  criteria  are  met  In  TMAs  that  • 
are  also  nonattainment  areas  for  ozone 
and/or  carbon  monoxide,  this  would 
provide  a  mechanism  to  determine 
whether  single  occupant  vehicles 
projects  will  be  in  compliance  with  the 
CMS  requirement 

Designation  ofMPOs  in  New  Urbanized 
Areas  (UZAs) 

Provision — For  each  UZA  over  50,000 
population,  an  MPO  must  be  designated 
by  agreement  between  the  Governor 
and  local  units  of  government 
representing  75%  of  affected  population 
(in  the  metropolitan  area)  including  the 
central  cities  or  cities  as  defined  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Census,  or  in  accordance 
with  procedures  established  by 
applicable  state  or  local  law.  (23  U.S.C. 
134(b)(l)/FTA-Sec  8(b)(1)) 

Guidance — ^These  requirements 
should  be  followed  in  designating  MPOs 
for  new  UZAs.  States  and  local  officials 
involved  in  new  UZAs  designated  as  a 
result  of  the  1990  Census  should  initiate 
discussions  on  the  designation  of  MPOs 
as  soon  as  possible.  MPOs  wrill  need  to 
be  designated  in  time  to  develop  and 
approve  a  TIP  by  10/1/92. 

Provision — ^More  than  one  MPO  can 
be  designated  within  cm  urbcmized  area 
only  if  the  Governor  determines  that  the 
size  and  complexity  of  the  urbanized 
area  make  designation  of  more  than  one 
MPO  appropriate.  (23  U.S.C  134(b)(6)/ 
FTA-Sec  8(b)(6)) 

Guidance — ^We  do  not  expect  this  to 
be  the  case  in  new  luiianized  areas. 

Redesignation  of  a  MPO  to  Replace  an 
Existing  MPO 

Provision — Existing  MPO  designations 
remain  valid  until  a  new  MPO  is  redesignated 
unless  revoked  by  the  Governor  and  local 
units  of  government  representing  75%  of  the 
affected  population  (in  the  metropolitan 
area),  or  as  otherwise  provided  under  State 
or  local  procedures.  The  new  MPO  must  be 
designated  by  agreement  between  the 
Governor  and  local  units  of  government 
representing  75%  of  affected  population  (in 
the  metropolitan  area)  including  the  central 
cities  or  cities  as  defined  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Census.  (23  U.S.C.  134(b)(4)&(5)(A)/FTA-Sec. 
8(b)(4)»(5)(A)) 

Guidance — If  the  Governor  and  local 
officials  decide  to  designate  a  new  MPO 
but  do  not  formally  revoke  the  existing 
MPO  designation,  the  existing  MPO 
remains  in  effect  until  a  new  MPO  is 
formally  designated. 

Provision — ^Redesignation  of  the  MPO 
is  mandated  only  if  such  redesignation 
is  requested  by  a  unit  or  units  of  local 
government  representing  25%  or  more  of 
the  affected  population  (in  the 
metropolitan  area)  including  the  central 
city  or  cities  as  defined  by  the  Bureau  of 
the  Census  in  any  area  meeting  either  of 


the  following  conditions  (1)  the  UZA  has 
a  population  more  than  5,000,000  but 
less  than  10,000,000  or  (2)  the  area  is  an 
extreme  nonattainment  area  for  ozone 
or  carbon  monoxide.  At  present  this 
provision  only  applies  to  Chicago  and 
Los  Angeles.  (23  U.S.C.  134(b)(5)(B)/ 
FTA-Sec.  8(b)(5)(B)) 

Guidance-^  local  officials 
representing  at  least  25%  of  the  affected 
population  (including  the  central  city  or 
cities)  in  Chicago  or  Los  Angeles  request 
redesignation  of  the  MPO.  a  new  MTO 
must  be  redesignated  by  agreement 
between  the  Governor  and  local  imits  of 
government  representing  75%  of  affected 
population  (in  the  metropolitan  area) 
including  the  central  city  or  cities.  The 
existing  MPO  designation  would  remain 
in  effect  until  the  new  MPO  is  formally 
designated. 

Provision — For  MPOs  in  TMAs 
designated/redesignated  subsequent  to 
enactment,  local  elected  officials, 
officials  of  agencies  that  administer  or 
operate  major  modes  of  transportation 
(including  all  transportation  agencies 
that  were  included  in  the  MPO  on  June 
1, 1991),  and  appropriate  State  officials 
must  be  represented  on  the  MPO.  (23 
U.S.C.  134(b)(2)/FTA-Sec.  8(b)(2)) 

Guidance — ^While  not  required  unless 
a  MPO  is  redesignated,  existing  MPOs 
(in  cooperation  with  States)  are 
encouraged  to  provide  agencies  that 
operate  major  modes  of  transportation  a 
voice  in  the  decisionmaking  process. 
Adding  such  agencies  to  a  MPO  will 
NOT,  in  itself,  constitute  a  redesignation 
action. 

Provision — ^More  than  one  MPO  may 
be  designated  within  an  urbanized  area 
only  if  the  Governor  determines  that  the 
size  and  complexity  of  the  urbanized 
area  make  designation  of  more  than  one 
MPO  appropriate.  (23  U.S.C.  134(b)(6))/ 
FTA-Sec.  8(b)(6)) 

Guidance — ^Any  proposal  to  designate 
more  than  one  MPO  for  an  area  where 
only  one  MPO  currently  exists  needs  to 
be  carefully  considered  by  the  Governor 
to  ensure  that  the  size  and  complexity  of 
the  transportation  problems  clearly 
require  the  designation  of  more  than  one 
MTO  and  that  the  action  will  result  in 
the  continuation  of  a  fully  coordinated 
and  cooperative  process  for  the  entire 
metropolitan  area  that  can  be  certified. 

Metropolitan  Boundaries  for  the 
Planning  Process  in  New  &  Previously 
Designated  UZAS 

Provision — ^Metropolitan  boundaries 
define  the  area  (referred  to  as 
“metropolitan  area")  in  which  a 
metropolitan  planning  process  must  be 
carried  out.  The  boundaries  are 
determined  by  agreement  between  the 
MPO  and  the  Governor  and  must 


encompass  the  current  urbanized  area 
and  area  expected  to  be  urbanized 
during  a  20  year  forecast  period.  The 
boundaries  may  encompass  the  entire 
MSA  or  CMSA  In  nonattainment  areas 
for  ozone  and/or  carbon  monoxide,  the 
boundaries  must  encompass  the  entire 
nonattainment  area,  unless  the  MPO 
and  the  Governor  decide  to  exclude  a 
portion  of  the  nonattainment  area.  (23 
U.S.G  134  (c)/FTA-Sec.  8(b)(6)) 

Guidance— "The  planning  areas  . 
covered  by  the  MFOs  for  new  UZAs 
should  be  established  in  accordance 
with  these  criteria.  The  current 
planning/study  area  boundaries  for 
previously  designated  MPOs  should  be 
reviewed  and  modified  if  necessary  to 
comply  with  this  criteria.  Metropolitan 
area  boundaries  complying  with  these 
criteria  should  be  established  as  soon  as 
possible,  but  will  need  to  be  established 
in  time  to  ensure  that  the  process,  plan, 
and  transportation  improvement 
program  (TIP)  fully  cover  the 
metropolitan  €U«a  no  later  than  October 
1, 1993. 

In  nonattainment  areas  if  the  MPO 
and  the  Governor  agree  to  exclude  a 
portion  of  the  nonattainment  area,  they 
must  be  able  to  demonstrate  how 
conformity  will  be  ensured  in  the 
excluded  portion.  Such  proposals  should 
be  coordinated  with  FHWA,  FT  A,  EPA, 
the  State  transportation  agency,  and  the 
State  air  quality  agency  before  a  final 
decision  is  made. 

Where  the  metropolitan  boundaries 
for  a  previously  designated  MPO  need 
to  be  expanded,  the  membership  on  the 
MPO  policy  body,  etc.,  should  be 
reviewed  to  ensure  that  the  added  area 
has  appropriate  representation.  Adding 
membership  to  the  policy  body  does  not 
automatically  require  designation  of  the 
MPO.  To  the  extent  possible,  it  is 
encouraged  that  this  be  done  without  a 
formal  redesignation.  The  State  and 
MPO  will  need  to  review  the  previous 
MPO  designation.  State  and  local  law, 
MPO  bylaws,  etc.  to  determine  if  this 
can  be  accomplished  without  a  formal 
redesignation.  If  redesignation  is 
considered  necessary,  the  existing  MPO 
will  remain  in  effect  until  a  new  MPO  is 
formally  designated  or  the  existing 
designation  is  formally  revoked  in 
accordance  with  the  procedures 
discussed  above.  Formal  approval  of  the 
metropolitan  boundaries  by  FHWA  or 
FTA  is  not  required.  However, 
metropolitan  area  boundary  maps  will 
need  to  be  submitted  to  FHWA  and  FTA 
so  these  agencies  can  meet  their 
program  responsibilities. 
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Coordination  Between  MPOS  and  States 

Provision — If  more  than  one  MPO  has 
authority  in  a  metropolitan  area  or  an 
area  which  is  designated  as 
nonattainment  for  ozone  or  carbon 
monoxide,  the  MPOs  must  consult  with 
each  other  and  the  State(8)  in  the 
coordinaticm  of  plans  and  ptrograms.  (23 
U.S.C.  134(e)/FTA-Sec.  8(eJ) 

Guidance — In  those  those  areas 
where  this  provision  is  applicable, 
coordinatkm  effcNis  sho\;^  be  initiated 
and  the  results  documented  in 
subsequent  transmittals  of  plans  and 
programs  to  the  State.  FHWA.  and  FTA 
^vision — ^Fot  multistate 
metropobtan  areas,  the  Secretary  must 
issue  ai^iropriate  requirements  to 
encourage  Governors  and  MPOs  to 
provide  a  coordinated  planning  process 
for  the  entire  metropolitan  area.  (23 
U.S.C.  134{d)/FTA-Sec.  8(d}J 
Guidanc^—Cavemors  sad  MPOs  are 
encouraged  to  initiate  api^opriate 
actions  to  provide  a  coor^nated 
planning  process  without  waiting  fcv 
DOT  to  issue  formal  requirements. 

Transportatkm  Mamagement  Areas 
(TMASJ 

Provisimt— The  Secretary  must 
designate  as  transportation  management 
areas  all  urbanized  areas  over  200,000 
population.  (23  U.S.C  134(t)/FrA-Sea 
8(i)) 

Gt//diamre— Through  n  Federal 
Registw  Notice,  TMAs  will  be 
designated  for  aB  UZAs  over  2004)00 
populatimi  as  determined  by  the  1900 
Census  urbanized  area  pop^atkai. 

TMAs  are  subject  to  the  special 
requimnents  applicable  to  such  areas 
regarding  congestion  management 
systems,  project  ejection  inA 
certification.  The  TMA  designation 
applies  to  the  metropcditan  area 
establiriied  by  the  MPO  and  die 
Governor.  A  list  of  the  UZAs  over 
200,000  which  are  to  be  designated  as 
TMAs  is  attached. 

Provision — Additkaial  areas  wiO  be 
designated  as  TMAs  if  the  Governor  and 
the  MPO  (or  affected  local  officials) 
request  dmignation.  (23  U.S.C.  134(i)/ 
FTA-Sec.  8(i)) 

Guidance — It  should  be  understood 
diet  designation  of  an  area  as  a  IMA 
subjects  that  area  to  the  qiecM 
requiremMits  applicable  to  TMAs  and 
does  not  provide  any  additional 
financial  benefits  to  die  area,  a.g.,  it 
does  not  result  in  the  area  bnng 
classified  as  an  utbamzed  area  over 
200,000  populaticui  and  dms  mitidcd  to 
earmarked  STP  funds.  Designation  of  an 
urbanized  area  under  20OJ00O  as  a  TMA 
does  allow  FTA  Section  9  funds  to  be 
used  for  hi^way  purposes  if  certain 


condition  are  met,  and  it  also  gives 
greater  project  selection  authOTity  to  the 
MPO.  For  the  interira.  any  requests 
should  be  acted  on  jointly  by  the 
appropriate  FHWA  and  FTA  field 
offices  after  consultation  widi 
headquarters  offices. 

Planning  Proems 

Provision— The  Act  lists  15  factors 
that  must  be  considered  as  part  of  the 
planning  process  for  all  mebopolitan 
areas.  (23  U.S.C.  134(f)/FTA-Sec.  8(f)) 

Guidance — ^MPOs  in  cooperation  with 
the  States  and  transit  operators  should 
begin  reviewing  their  existing  plan 
processes  to  see  if  diese  factors  are 
being  adequately  considered,  and  where 
necessary,  modify  their  processes  to 
consider  any  factors  that  are  not 
currently  being  adequately  considered. 
The  consideration  of  diese  fimtors 
should  be  explicitly  reflected  in  the 
planning  process  products. 

Except  for  die  requirement  to  consider 
the  results  of  the  management  systems, 
it  is  expected  that  MPOs  for  UZAs 
designated  before  the  1990  census  will 
comply  with  all  fA  the  ISTEA 
requirements  for  die  {danning  process 
by  10/1/98. 

Note— Subsection  1017(c>  (PnsesvatioB  ni 
Transportetion  Coiridon  Report)  of  the 
ISTEA  requires  the  Secretary  to  submit  a 
report  to  Congress  by  12/18/93  listing  the 
ri^ts-of-wsy  identified  for  preservation  by 
tiw  MPOs  a^  the  States  under  sections  134 
and  135  of  tide  23.  The  report  ie  to  iiieinde  the 
mileage  involved,  an  estiamte  of  total  costs 
(right-of-way )l  and  a  strategy  for  pseventing 
filler  leea  of  rigbts-of-umy  intlediHg  the 
deembthty  of  creetuge  traneportetiQa  right 
of-way  land  benk  to  pieeerve  vit^  corridon. 
MPOs  and  Stalea  will  be  atked  to  develop 
the  requaed  informatioB  on  die 
transportatioa  corridors  to  be  preserved 
throu^  the  Section  154  and  Section  135 
transportatimi  plaiiiring  processes  and  to 
provide  taifonaatioit  to  FHWA  for  inchision  in 
the  repwt  to  Coigress.  n  wiB  be  acceptable 
to  astunate  ligbt-^wey  coala  asiag  eeata  per 
mile  for  varioua  land  ase/facility  types.  Aiqr 
viewaoo  on  pieeevatioosli^agies  would 
also  be  welcomed. 

Hw  Secretary  may 

prescribe  abbteviated  pro<»dures  far  the 
developraent  of  plans  and  programe  in 
areas  not  designated  as  TMAs  based  on 
complexity  of  tranqMrtatkn  probloae. 
However,  abbreviated  procedures  may 
not  ba  pieaatbad  innonattainment 
areas.  (23  U.SLC.  13^)/PTA-Sm:.  a(j)) 
CttKfcoee— Pending  the  jeaaanca  ol 
further  guidaitce.  the  MPOs  lor  UZAe 
designated  prior  to  the  1990  Cenaoe  that 
meet  tha  diteiia  for  areas  in  which  tha 
Secretary  may  prescribe  abbreviated 
procedarea  rieoald  coctiBue  to  carry  on 
dw  plannhig  proceea  diey  currenlfy  have 
In  place.  Abbreviatad  procedures  BMy 


not  be  prescribed  in  nonattainment 
areas. 

For  newly  designated  UZAs.  State, 
transit  operators,  and  local  officials,  in 
consultation  with  FHWA  and  FTA 
should  initiate  discussions  as  to  the 
procediures  they  believe  will  be 
appropriate  for  develc^ing 
tran^rtation  plans  and  programs  to 
addr^  the  transportation  problems  in 
the  area.  Consideration  should  be  given 
to  the  complexity  of  the  existing 
transportatiem  problems,  the  growth  rate 
of  the  area.  e.g.*  fast,  moderate  or  slow, 
the  appn^riateness  of  the  factors 
specified  for  consideration  in  the  Act. 
and  the  desirability  of  continuing  any 
planning  process  that  has  already  be^ 
established.  Areas  eiqieriendng  fast 
growth  and  serious  transportatioD 
problems  should  give  full  consideratioa 
to  a  planmag  process  that  addresses  alt 
of  the  genei^  requirements  of  the  Act 
As  a  minimum,  all  areas  will  ba 
expected  to  have  a  simidified  planning 
process  that  results  in  the  developraent 
of  a  plan  adopted  by  the  MPO  and  a  HP 
approved  by  the  MPO  and  the  Governor. 

U  ie  mqjiected  that  MPOs  in  new  UZAs 
designate  as  a  result  of  the  1990 
Census  wUl  uwet  die  metropolitan 
planning  requireraeida  witl)^  three 
years  bom  date  of  eaactnimit  of  the 
ISTEA  (by  12/18/94). 

Long  Range  Ttansportation  Plan 

Provisioa — king  range  plan  for  ea^ 
metn^iiolitan  area  ie  to  be  prqiwred  and 
^idat^  under  a  sdoedule  determined 
aHwopriate  by  the  Secretary.  The  long 
range  plan  must  identify  all 
traneportation  facilities  (including 
pedestrian  walkways  and  btcyde 
transportation  facilities),  include  a 
financial  plsua  that  deraaoatatea  how  the 
long  rai^  plan  can  be  inqdemented. 
asaeae  capttalinveetment  and  odier 
measures  necessary  to  preserve  die 
existiiig  tran^KUtatiott  system  and  to 
make  the  most  efficient  transportatiao 
facilitice  to  rcUeve  congestion,  and 
indicate  appeopriate  transportatiaB 
enhanccBaenl  activities.  There  mast  be 
reasonable  opportanity  for  public 
commeid  on  ^  long  range  plan  before 
it  is  approved.  (23  U.S£.  134(a)8ig)/ 
FTA-S^  8(a)&(g)). 

Guidance — ^Pending  further  guidance. 
MPOs  should  initiate  activities  to 
update  dieir  plane  to  address  a  20-yeer 
forecast  peti^  to  enconqiass  die 
reqaired  matropolitan  area  and  to  reflect 
dl  of  dia  Mama  ^wdfied  for  mdueion  in 
the  plan,  as  necessary.  Consideratfon 
should  also  be  given  to  the  need  for 
modifying  exiettaig  piibfic  involvemeBt 
procednree  so  diet  citizens,  affected 
puUic  agenciee,  repreaentativea  of 
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transporation  agency  employees,  private 
providers  of  transportation,  and  other 
interested  parties  have  a  reasonable 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  proposed 
plan.  Such  procedures  should  include 
opportunities  for  interested  parties  to  be 
involved  in  the  eariy  stages  of  the  plan 
development/update  process.  The 
procedures  should  include  publication  of 
the  plan  or  other  methods  to  make  it 
readily  available  for  public  review. 

The  financial  plan  should  compare  the 
annual  revenue  from  existing  and 
proposed  funding  sources  that  are 
dedicated  to  transportation  uses,  and 
the  annual  costs  of  constructing, 
maintaining  and  operating  the 
transportation  system  over  the  period  of 
the  long  range  plan.  The  annual  revenue 
by- existing  revenue  source  (at  the  local. 
State,  and  Federal  level]  defeated  to 
transportation  projects  should  be 
calculated  and  any  shortfalls  identified. 
Proposed  new  revenues  and/or  revenue 
sources  to  cover  shortfalls  should  be 
identified.  Existing  and  proposed 
revenues  should  cover  all  forecasted 
capital,  operating,  and  maintenance 
costs.  All  cost  and  revenue  projections 
should  be  based  on  the  best  available 
data  and  trends.  While  MPOs  and 
States  must  adopt  plans  that  meet  these 
requirements,  this  does  not  preclude 
them  from  also  developing  an 
unconstrained  “needs"  plan. 

Except  for  considering  the  results  of 
the  management  systems,  it  is  expected 
that  all  plans  in  nonattainment  areas 
will  be  updated  to  fully  comply  with  the 
ISTEA  requirements  by  10/1/93.  Plans 
for  areas  not  designate  as 
nonattainment  should  be  updated  as 
soon  as  possible,  but  no  later  than  12/ 
18/94. 

Although  transportation  plans  do  not 
need  to  be  approved  by  FHWA  or  FTA, 
copies  of  any  new/revised  plans  must 
be  provided  to  each  agency. 

Additionally  in  nonattainment  areas  for 
transportation  related  pollutants, 

FHWA  and  FTA  as  well  as  the  MPO 
will  need  to  make  a  conformity 
determination  on  any  new/revised  plan 
in  accordance  with  ^  CAA 
requirements  and  the  EPA/EKDT 
Conformity  Guidance. 

Transportation  Improvement  Program 
(TIP) 

Provision — h  TIP  must  be  developed 
for  each  metropolitan  area  by  the  MPO 
in  cooperation  with  the  State  and  transit 
operators.  The  TIP  must  be  updated  and 
approved  at  least  every  two  years  by 
the  MPO  and  the  Governor.  It  must 
include  all  projects  (including  pedestrian 
walkways  and  bicycle  transportation 
facilities)  to  be  funded  under  Title  23 
and  the  ^A.  There  must  be  reasonable 


opportunity  for  public  comment  prior  to 
approval.  1110  IIP  must  include  a 
priority  list  of  projects  to  be  carried  out 
in  each  3  year  period  after  initial 
adoption  of  the  TIP  and  a  financial  plan 
that  demonstrates  how  it  can  be 
implemented.  It  must  be  consistent  with 
funding  reasonably  expected  to  be 
available  during  the  relevant  period,  and 
projects  in  the  TIP  must  be  consistent 
with  the  long  range  plan.  (23  U.S.C. 
134(a)&(h)/FTA-Sec.  8(a)&(h)). 

Guidance — Pending  fiulher  guidance, 
MPOs  should  consider  the  need  to 
modify  their  TIPs  to  encompass  the 
required  metropolitan  area  and  to 
include  all  of  the  items  specified  for 
inclusion  in  the  TIP.  e.g..  priority  lists  of 
projects  to  be  carried  out  in  each  3  year 
period  and  a  complementary  financial 
plan.  Where  appropriate  activities 
should  be  initiated  to  address  specified 
items  not  currently  included.  As  a 
minimum,  the  priority  lists  should  group 
the  projects  that  are  to  be  undertaken  in 
each  of  the  years,  e.g.,  year  1,  year  2, 
year  3.  In  o^er  demonstrate  that 
funding  can  reasonably  be  expected  to 
be  available,  the  projects  for  each  year 
should  be  grouped  by  the  proposed 
funding  categories.  Current  regulations 
permit  minor  projects,  e.g.,  safety 
projects,  to  be  grouped  rather  than  listed 
individually.  Pending  further  guidance, 
such  projects  may  continue  to  be 
grouped.  As  the  law  provides,  TIPs  may 
be  longer  than  3  years  if  these  TIPs 
identify  priorities  and  financial 
information  for  the  outyears. 

Procedures  or  agreements  that 
distribute  suballocated  STP  or  Section  9 
funds  to  individual  jurisdictions  or 
modes  within  the  metropolitan  area  by 
predetermined  percentages  or  formulas 
are  inconsistent  with  the  ISTEA 
provisions  that  require  MPOs  in 
cooperation  with  &e  State  and  transit 
operators  to  develop  a  prioritized  and 
financially  reasonable  TIP  unless  they 
can  be  clearly  shown  to  be  based  on 
considerations  required  to  be  addressed 
as  part  of  the  plaiming  process.  Such 
procedures  and  agreements  otherwise 
ignore  the  dynamics  of  the  planning 
process,  hinder  response  to  the  high 
priority  problems  identified  throu^  the 
planning  process,  and  fiustrate  the 
flexibility  features  of  the  ISTEA. 

Since  Federal  Lands  Highway  projects 
must  be  included  in  the  TIP,  the  MPO 
and  the  State  will  need  to  work  with  the 
agencies  involved  in  the  Federal  Lands 
Highway  Program  at  both  the  plan  and 
TIP  development  stages  to  ensure  full 
consideration  of  such  projects. 

.  Consideration  should  also  be  given  to 
the  need  to  establish  or  modify  existing 
public  involvement  procedures  so  that 
citizens,  affected  public  agencies. 


representatives  of  transportation  agency 
employees,  private  providers  of 
transportation,  and  other  interested 
parties  have  a  reasonable  notice  of  and 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  proposed 
IIP.  Again  the  procedures  should 
include  opportunities  for  early 
involvement  in  the  TIP  development 
process.  As  soon  as  possible,  but  no 
later  then  7/1/92,  the  Governor  or  the 
Governor’s  designee  must  approve  any 
new  or  amended  TIP.  Although 
individual  metropolitan  area  TIPs  do  not 
need  to  be  approved  by  FHWA  or  FTA, 
copies  must  be  provided  to  each  agency. 
The  statewide  transportation 
improvement  program  (STEP),  which 
includes  projects  that  are  consistent 
with  the  metropolitan  TIPs,  does  require 
FHWA/FTA  approval.  Guidance  on 
statewide  planning,  including  STIPs,  will 
be  issued  in  the  near  future.  FTA  will 
make  an  eligibility  finding  for  the 
program  of  projects  identified  in  the  first 
year  (annual  element).  Additionally,  in 
nonattainment  areas  for  transportation 
related  pollutants,  FHWA  and  FTA  as 
well  as  the  MPO  must  make  a 
conformity  determination  on  it  in 
accordance  with  the  CAA  requirements 
and  the  EPA/DOT  Conformity 
Guidance. 

Although  MPOs  in  newly  designated 
UZAs  will  be  given  three  years  to 
establish  a  planning  process,  they  will 
need  to  immediately  work  with  the  State 
to  put  together  a  TIP  that  includes  all 
projects  to  be  funded  under  the  Federal 
Transit  Act  or  Title  23.  The  initial  TIP 
could  be  based  on  projects  included  in 
the  State  105  program,  the  sectiem  18 
program,  and  other  available 
programming  documents.  UMTA's 
(FTA’s)  November  6, 1991  letter  to  the 
Governors  in  States  with  new  UZAs 
(copy  attached)  addressed  this  issue. 
Until  10/1/92,  ^e  States  and  transit 
operators  may  proceed  with 
implementation  of  projects  included  in 
the  Section  105  program  or  a  Section  18 
program  as  long  as  such  projects  have 
the  endorsement  of  the  afiected  local 
officials.  Any  projects  in  newly 
designated  U^s  that  would  have  been 
funded  with  Section  18  resources  had 
they  remained  a  non-urbanized  are  will 
now  utilize  Section  9  resources. 

The  MPO  and  the  State  in  cooperation 
with  transit  operations  are  strongly 
encouraged  to  initiate  a  cooperative 
review  of  all  projects  currently 
programmed  or  proposed  to  be 
programmed  in  order  to  take  full 
advantage  of  the  increased  flexibility  of 
FHWA  and  FTA  capital  funds.  Major 
ISTEA  programs  that  provide  this 
flexibility  include  the:  (1)  Surface 
Tranportation  Program  (STP)  which  may 
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be  used  for  any  type  of  highway  or 
transit  capital  project  involving  either 
mode,  (2)  Section  9  transit  capital  funds 
which  may  be  used  for  highway  projects 
as  long  as  certain  specific  conditions  are 
met,  (3)  Interstate  Substitution  which 
allow  up  to  100%  to  be  obligated  for 
transit  substitution  projects,  (4) 

Interstate  Maintenance  which  allows 
States  to  transfer  up  to  20%  percent  to 
the  STP  and  NHS  under  certain 
conditions,  (5)  Bridge  which  allows  the 
State  to  transfer  up  to  40%  to  the  STP, 

(6)  NHS  which  allows  the  State  to 
transfer  up  to  50%  to  the  STP  without 
Federal  approval,  and  (7)  in  ozone  and 
carbon  monoxide  nonattainment  areas. 
Congestion  Mitigation  and  Air  Quality 
Improvement  Program  funds  which  can 
be  used  for  transportation  projects  and 
programs  that  are  likely  to  contribute  to 
the  attainment  of  national  ambient  air 
quality  standards.  In  nonattainment 
areas  for  transportation  related 
pollutants  if  the  TIP  is  revised  or 
replaced  with  a  new  TIP,  new 
conformity  determinations  by  the  MPO 
and  DOT  will  be  necessary. 

It  is  recognized  that  time  constraints 
and  the  desire  not  to  disrupt  the  project 
implementation  process  may  limit  the 
consideration  given  to  the  flexibility 
provisions  in  the  near  term.  However,  it 
is  expected  that  the  flexibility 
provisions  will  receive  full  consideration 
in  the  development  of  TIPs  for  MPO/ 
State  FYs  beginning  on  or  after  7/1/92. 

Except  as  discussed  below,  a  TIP 
covering  a  MPO/State  fiscal  year 
beginning  on  or  after  7/1/92  should  be 
developed  for  the  metropolitan  area  in 
accordance  with  the  requirements  in  this 
section,  including  priorities,  financial 
constraint,  inclusion  of  all  projects  to  be 
funded  under  the  Federal  Transit  Act  or 
Title  23,  opportunity  for  comment,  and 
approval  by  the  Governor  or  the 
Governor’s  designee.  An  exception  to 
the  requirement  that  the  TIP 
consistent  with  a  long  range  plan 
developed  in  accordance  with  the 
requirements  of  this  section  will  be 
allowed  as  long  as  the  necessary  plan 
update  activities  are  in  progress  or 
scheduled  in  the  UPWP.  Additionally,  an 
exception  will  be  made  to  the 
requirement  for  total  coverage  of  the 
metropolitan  area  for  TIPs  starting 
before  10/1/93  as  long  as  the  TIP  covers 
the  current  MPO  planning/study  area 
and  there  are  appropriate  project 
selection  procedures  in  place  for  the 
area  outside  the  current  MPO 
planning/study  area.  In  all  cases  where 
the  area  has  been  designated  as 
nonattainment  for  a  transportation 


related  pollutant,  the  interim  provisions 
must  demonstrate  how  conformity  will 
be  ensured  for  the  excluded  portion  of 
the  nonattainment  area,  and  such 
proposals  should  be  coordinated  with 
FHWA,  FTA,  EPA,  State  transportation 
agency,  and  the  State  air  quality 
agencies  before  a  decision  is  made. 

Project  Selection 

Provision — In  nonTMAS,  projects  to 
be  undertaken  are  selected  by  ^e  State 
in  cooperation  with  the  MPO  from  the 
approved  TIP.  In  TMAs,  all  projects, 
except  projects  on  the  NHS  and  projects 
funded  under  the  Bridge  and  Interstate 
Maintenance  programs,  are  selected  by 
the  MPO  in  consultation  with  the  State 
from  the  approved  TIP  and  in 
accordance  with  the  priorities  in  the  TIP. 
Projects  on  the  NHS,  and  projects 
funded  under  the  Bridge  &  Interstate 
Maintenance  programs  are  selected  by 
State  in  cooperation  with  MPO  from  the 
approved  TIP.  (23  U.S.C.  134(h)(3)  & 
(i)(4)/FTA-Sec  8(h)(3)  &(i)(4)) 

Guidance — Until  July  1, 1992,  States 
and  transit  operators  may  proceed  with 
projects  (except  for  projects  in  TMAs 
that  are  to  be  funded  with  suballocated 
STP  funds)  included  in  the  annual 
element  of  the  ciirrent  TIP  (endorsed  by 
the  MPO  and  found  to  conform  with  the 
SIP  where  applicable).  For  projects  to  be 
funded  with  suballocated  ETTP  funds,  the 
State/transit  operator  must  receive  the 
concurrence  of  the  MPO  before 
proceeding. 

The  States,  transit  operators,  and  the 
MPO  should  initiate  discussions  on 
projects  to  be  implemented  between  July 
1, 1992,  and  October  1, 1992,  to  develop 
appropriate  project  selection 
procedures.  As  a  minimum,  the  State/ 
transit  operator  must  receive  formal 
concurrence  frnm  the  MPO  in  all  its 
projects  selections  in  both  TMAs  and 
non-TMAs  during  this  period. 

With  regard  to  the  selection  of  Federal 
Lands  Hi^way  projects  in  TMAs,  it 
should  be  noted  that  section  1032  states 
that  not  withstanding  any  other 
provision  of  Title  23,  no  public  lands 
highway  project  may  proceed  imless  the 
state  concurs  in  the  selection  of  the 
project.  This  will  need  to  be  reflected  in 
the  MPO/State  selection  procedures  for 
such  projects. 

Projects  outside  the  area  covered  by  a 
current  TIP  but  within  the  designated 
metropolitan  area  or  in  a  new  U21A  can 
proceed  through  10/1/92  if  included  in 
an  approved  105  program  or  a  Section  18 
program  (a  project  located  in  a  in 
nonattainment  area  must  also  conform 
with  the  SIP).  However,  beginning  7/1/ 
92,  the  appropriate  selection  procedures 


as  discussed  above  will  need  to  be 
satisfied. 

The  required  project  selection 
procedures  should  be  fully  implemented 
by  10/1/92.  However,  once  the  TIP 
requirements  are  met  (in  particular,  joint 
approval  by  the  MPO  and  the  (Sovemor, 
and  the  TIP  is  financially  reasonable 
and  prioritized),  it  is  recommended  that 
the  State,  transit  operators,  and  the 
MPO  agree  to  utiliu  the  TV  as  the 
selection  dociunent  rather  than  going 
through  another  process  to  select 
projects  for  implementation  after  the  TIP 
has  been  approved,  e.g.,  a  jointly 
“agreed  to  list  of  projects"  in  the  TIP 
such  as  all  projects  in  the  first  year  of 
the  priority  list  can  proceed  to 
implementation  without  further 
selection  action. 

In  the  absence  of  such  an  “a^ed  to 
list  of  projects,”  or  if  the  State/^nsit 
operator  wishes  to  proceed  with  a 
project  not  on  the  “agreed  to  list  of 
projects,”  the  specific  ISTEA  project 
selection  procedures  identified  for  the 
category  of  funds/projects  involved 
must  be  used.  For  example,  if  the 
proposed  project  is  on  the  NHS  or  is  to 
be  funded  with  Bridge  or  I-3R  funds  in  a 
designated  TMA,  the  project  must  be 
selected  by  the  State  in  cooperation 
with  the  MPO  from  the  approved  TIP;  all 
other  highway  and  transit  projects  in 
TMAs  must  be  selected  by  the  MPO  in 
consultation  with  the  State  and  transit 
operators  frnm  the  approved  TIP  and  the 
priorities  therein;  and  all  highway  and 
transit  projects  in  nonTMAs  must  be 
selected  by  the  State  and  transit 
operators  in  cooperation  with  the  MPO 
from  the  approved  TIP. 

The  program  of  projects  required 
under  Section  9  of  the  FTA  must  be 
consistent  with  the  MPO  project 
selections  made  in  the  process  just 
described. 

Congestion  Management  System  (CMS) 

Provision — ^A  CMS  that  provides  for 
effective  management  of  new  existing 
transportation  facilities  through  the  use 
of  travel  demand  reduction  and 
operational  management  strategies  is 
required  in  all  TMAs.  In  TMAs  that 
contain  areas  classified  as 
nonattainment  for  ozone  or  carbon 
monoxide,  highway  projects  which 
significantly  increase  capacity  for  single 
occupant  vehicles  (SOV)  must  be  part  of 
an  approved  (3MS.  The  ^cretary  is 
required  to  provide  an  appropriate 
phase-in  schedule  for  the  C^S.  (23 
U.S.C  134(i)(3)  &  (1)/FTA-Sec.  8(i)(3))  & 
(1)) 

Guidance — MPOs  in  TMAs  should 
immediately  initiate  discussioiu  with 
the  State  and  the  transit  operator(s)  on 
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procedures  for  the  development  of  a 
comprehensive  multimodal  CMS  for  the 
metropolitan  area.  For  phase  1  of  the 
phase-in  schedule,  a  currently  self- 
certified  planning  process  in  conjunction 
with  the  NEPA  process  can  constitute  an 
interim  congestion  management  system 
provided  that  (1)  The  plw  development 
process  includes  an  ai^ysis  of 
transportation  system  management 
strategies  to  make  more  efficient  use  of 
the  existing  transportation  system,  and 
(2)  this  analysis,  as  supplemented  on  a 
project-by-project  basis  through  the 
NEPA  process,  results  in  the  analysis  of 
all  reasonaUe  travel  demand  reduction 
and  operational  management  strategies 
in  the  corridor  in  which  the  project  is 
located.  Further,  the  results  of  Uie 
analysis  must  be  fully  considered  in  the 
decision  making  process  and:  (1)  The 
project  must  indude  reasonable 
provisions  to  manage  the  proposed 
improvement  to  make  the  most  efficient 
use  of  it.  and  (2)  the  State  and  MPO 
must  commit  to  the  implementation  of 
other  management  strategies  that  are 
determined  to  be  appropriate  for  the 
corridor  in  which  the  project  is  located. 
As  a  minimum,  a  carpool/vanpool 
program  should  be  implement^  if  one 
has  not  already  been  implemented.  In 
addition,  the  project  must  be  induded  in 
a  conforming  transportation  plan  and 
TIP. 

In  TMAs  that  are  nonattainment 
areas,  the  MPO  and  State  may  not 
advance  a  project  that  provides  a 
significant  capadty  increase  for  SOVs 
unless  they  can  demonstrate  that  they 
have  a  medumism  in  place  that  meets 
these  criteria  and  the  project  results 
from  this  process.  Projects  that  are  part 
of/consistent  with  a  State  mandated 
congestion  management  system/plan  or 
are  required  to  be  implemented  under  an 
adequate  public  fadlities  ordinance  may 
also  proceed  in  phase  1.  Projects  that 
have  advanced  beyond  the  NEPA 
process  and  which  are  being 
implemented,  e.g..  right-of-way 
acqiiisition  is  in  process,  will  be  deemed 
to  be  programmed  and  not  subject  to 
this  requirement 

Guidance  on  subsequent  phases  of  the 
CMS  will  be  provided  after  the 
regulations  required  under  23  USC 
303(a]  have  been  issued. 

Certification  of  the  Metropolitan 
Planning  Process 

Provision — In  TMAs,  the  Secretary 
must  certify  the  planning  process  fm*  the 
metropolitan  area  at  least  every  3  years. 
(23  U.S.C  134(i){5)/FTA-Sec.  8(i)(5)) 


If  not  certified  after  9/30/93,  the 
Secretary  may  withhold  all  or  part  of 
the  attributable  portion  of  STP 
apportionments  and  formula 
apportionments  of  FTA  Section  9  fimds. 
(23  U.S.a  134(i)(5)/FTA-Se&  8(iM5)] 

If  an  area  is  not  certified  for  2 
consecutive  years  after  9/30/94, 20 
percent  of  attributable  STP  and  Section 
9  funds  must  be  withheld — funds  are 
restored  when  the  area  is  certified.  (23 
U.S.C  134(i)(5)/FTA-Sec.  8(i)(5)) 
Cu/danc^— Guidance  on  the  Federal 
certification  procedures  will  be  provided 
at  a  later  date.  In  the  interim,  the  States 
and  all  MPOs  should  continue  to  self 
certify  the  planning  process  as  required 
by  the  existing  regulations. 

Metropolitan  Planning  Funds  (PL)- 
FHWA 

Provision — One  percent  of  ffie  funds 
authorized  (or  programs  under  sections 
104  and  144,  except  fw  the  Interstate 
Construction  and  Interstate  Substitution 
programs,  is  set  aside  for  metropolitan 
planning.  (23  U.S.C.  104(fKl)) 

In  adffition  to  population,  status  of 
planning,  and  metropolitan 
transportation  needs,  a  State  must  now 
consider  ‘‘attainment  of  air  quahty 
standards  and  other  factors  necessary  to 
provide  an  appropriate  distribution  of 
funds  to  carry  out  the  requirements  of 
134  and  other  applicable  requirements  of 
Federal  law”  in  developing  a  fcmnula. 

(23  US.a  104(f)(4)) 

Guidance — As  an  interim  measure,  a 
State  will  be  allowed  to  allocate  all  of 
the  FY 1992  funds  under  its  existing 
formula,  but  will  be  required  to 
consider/develop  a  new  formula  prior  to 
allocation  of  FY  1993  funds.  The  State 
must  make  all  of  the  PL  funds  available 
to  the  MPOs  (a  portion  of  the  PL  funds 
cannot  be  retained  by  the  State  for 
administration).  FHWA  approval  of  any 
new  formula  will  be  required. 

Provision — ^Metropolitan  planning  is 
also  an  eligible  activity  under  the  NHS 
and  STP  programs.  (23  U.S.C.  103(d)  ft 
133(b)) 

(^idance — Since  capital  funds  are 
involved,  the  proposed  use  of  NHS  or 
STP  funds  for  planning  must  be  Included 
in  the  TIP.  In  addition,  the  planning 
work  to  be  funded  should  be  included  in 
the  approved  UPWP  and  the  State's 
“HPR"  Woik  Program  similar  to  the  way 
optional  plaiming  funds  (PR,  Interstate 
Substitution,  and  Minimum  Allocation) 
have  been  handled. 

Metropolitan  Planning  Funds — FTA 

Provision— l!\a^  percent  of  the 
overall  funds  available  for  transit  are 


set-aside  fm*  banning.  Programming, 
and  Research.  Of  this  amount  45%  is  to 
be  made  available  to  MPOs  for 
metropolitan  plaiuting  activities  imder 
section  8  of  the  FTA  and  20%  is  to  be 
made  available  to  carry  out  State 
planning  and  research  activities.  (FTA- 
Sec.  21(c)) 

Funds  directed  to  MPOs  shall  be 
distributed  according  to  a  formula, 
developed  by  the  State  in  cooperation 
with  the  MPOs  within  the  State,  that 
considers  population  in  UZAs  and 
provides  an  appropriate  distribution  of 
funds  to  carry  out  section  8  planning 
activities.  This  fcmnula  must  ensure,  to 
the  maximum  extent  practicable,  that  no 
MPO  is  allocated  less  than  the  amount  it 
received  under  section  8  in  FY  1991. 
(FTA-Sec.8(p)) 

Metropolitan  planning  is  also  an 
eligible  activity  under  section  9  of  the 
FTA  (FTA-Sec.  9(j)) 

Guidance — As  an  interim  measure. 
States  are  encouraged  to  allocate  an 
amount  to  each  UZA  or  part  thereof, 
within  the  State  equal  to  the  amount 
each  XiTA,  or  part  thereof,  received  from 
the  section  8  National  Program  Plan  in 
FY  1991.  Any  remaining  amount  of  the 
State's  apportionment  could  then  be 
distribute  on  the  basis  of  die  new 
formula  devel(H>ed  by  the  State  in 
cooperation  with  MPOs. 

It  is  anticipated  that  Secretarial 
approval  of  these  formulas  will  be 
delegated  to  the  FTA  Administrator.  As 
long  as  the  hold  harmless  provisions  are 
met,  FTA  will  approve  the' formulas 
agreed  upon  by  the  State  and  the  MPOs 
within  the  State.  FTA  should  receive 
notification  of  the  formula  and  the 
resulting  funding  levels  that  will  be 
provided  to  each  recipient  throughout 
the  State.  A  simple  certification 
statement  fiom  the  State  that  the 
formula  was  developed  in  cooperation 
with  the  affected  MPOs  representing 
UZAs,  or  parts  thereof,  within  the  State 
will  suffice  for  FTA  approval 

Phase-in  Schedule  for  New 
Requirements 

Provision— The  Joint  Explanatory 
Statement  of  the  Committee  of  the 
Conference  on  Metropolitan  I^anning 
states  that  the  Secretary  is  to  prescribe 
an  appropriate  phase-in  schedule  for 
any  new  requirements. 

GuiV/once^— Guidance  on  the  phase-in 
schedule  for  the  various  requirements  is 
provided  imder  the  individual 
requirement  headings.  Additional 
guidance  on  the  phase-in  schedule, 
particularly  for  the  C^fS  requirement  in 
TMAs  will  be  provided  separately. 
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1991  TMA’S  (Above  200K) 


1990  urtMnized  area 


81-14-1964, 

C891-259, 

1960  total 

1990  total 

population 

population 

606,065 

622,074 

295,493 

300,912 

196,947 

210,007 

1,096,525 

1,132.993 

170,247 

221,863  . 

170,247 

221,863 

612,438 


418,206 
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1991  TMA’8  (Above  200K)— Continued 


1990  urtianized  area 


State  name 


mdUnapom,  IN. 

Fort  Waytw,  IN . 

South  BencMMahawaka,  IN-MI 


Oes  Molnos.  lA . — 

Davenport-nock  Isiand-Moline,  lA-4t_ 


State  Total 

Kansas - 

State  Total 
Kentucky - 


Wichita,  KS 


LouisvMe,  KY-IN . 

Lexington-Fayelte,  KY 


State  Total 

Maryland - 

State  Total 
Massachusetts — 


Banmore,  MO 


MPPM 


StMe  Total 
Mtchlgan . . 


m 


State  Total 

Mmnesola - 

State  Total 

>  a: -  1 1 

MtSPtSippI 

Stale  Total 
Missouri . . 


Jackson,  MS 


St  Louis,  MO^L - 

Kansas  City,  MO-KS - 


Montana 

State  Total 


Omaha,  NE-IA 


Nebraeka - 

State  Total 
Nevada - 


Las  Vegas,  NV 
neno,NV„ . 


Trentotv  NJ-PA. 


S1-14>19e4, 

C891-259, 

1900  total 

1990  total 

population 

populalion 

7,245,521 

7,242,288 

836,472 

914,761 

236,479 

248,424 

226,331 

237,932 

1,299,282 

1,401.117 

267,189 

293,666 

285,024 

264J)18 

552,213 

557,664 

305,752 

338.789 

305,752 

338,789 

781,002 

754,956 

194,093 

220.701 

955,095 

975,657 

1,078,299 

1,040,226 

350,657 

365,943 

263,827 

256,489 

1,692,783 

1,662,658 

1,755.477 

1,889,873 

1.755,477 

1.889373 

2,701,740 

2,775,370 

505,822 

532,747 

276,022 

315,666 

211,428 

237362 

3,695,012 

3.861,145 

3,809,327 

3,697,529 

374,744 

436,336 

331,931 

326,023 

254,704 

265,095 

206,782 

222,061 

4,979,488 

4347.044 

1.787,564 

2379,676 

1,787,564 

2,079,676 

265J)51 

289385 

265J)51 

289385 

1348.590 

1,946.526 

1,097,793 

1,275,317 

2,946,383 

3321.843 

432374 

697348 

162386 

213.747 

595,160 

911,095 

Abuquerque,  NM 
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1991  TMA’a  (Above  200K)--Continiied 


State  Tot# . . 


State  Totat _ _ 


North  Dakota 
State  Total 


State  Tot#.. 
Oklahoma - 


Oregon . 

State  Total . 
Pennsylvania - 


State  Total  ~ 

Rhode  Island - 

State  Total... 
SouStCarolma - 


SoMttk  Dakota 
State  Totai 


1990  urbanized  area 


SI-14-1984, 

CB91-259, 

1980  total 

1990  total 

population 

population 

15,584,616 

16244212 

1,002,068 

954232 

606,070 

619,653 

490215 

508,106 

379284 

388,918 

18,062,053 

18,516,021 

350,715 

455,597 

206287 

305925 

215,839 

241,763 

157287 

205,355 

930,438 

1208,640 

1,752,424 

1,123,412 

833,648 

595,059 

515,720 

485,440 

383,398 

244,888 

225,331 


1,877,492 

1,21^675 

945,237 

613,467 

527,883 

489,155 

361,627 

244,576 

224,067 


Oklahoma  City,  OK - 

'  Tulsa,  OK . — - - 


Porttarxl-Vancouver,  OR-WA 


1,026,144 

1,172,158 

1,026,144 

1.172,158 

4,100,566 
1,810,038 
381 J34 
406,517 
278,288 


8jr77,140 


798250 


796,250 


4,222,211 

1,678,746 

410,438 

388,225 

292,904 


6,992,521 


846,298 


848299 


328,572 

393258 

311,561 

326,349 

228,303 

246.173 

888,438 

970.478 

Memphis,  TM-AR-MS. 

Mashue»  TW - 

KnomBa^  TN - 


State  Total.. 


1,048,844 


1268,180 


14952 
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1991  TMA’s  (Above  200K)— Continued 


State  name 

1990  urbanized  area 

SI-14-1984, 
1980  total 
population 

C»91-259. 
1990  total 
population 

Vermont 

State  Total 

770,784 

491,627 

328,576 

1,323,098 

589,980 

0 

1,590,987 

1.913.078 

Saaltle.  WA. . . . 

1,391,535 

402,077 

266,709 

1,744,086 

497,210 

279,038 

2,060,321 

2,520,334 

West  Virginia 

State  Total 

Milwaukee.  Wl . . . . . . . 

1,207,006 

213,675 

1,226,293 

244,336 

kiWIiSOn,  Wl 

1,420,683 

1,470,629 

Wyoming 

State  Total 

1,081,193 

1,221,086 

1,081,193 

1,221,086 

117,580,194 

118,661,387 

132,226,557 

133,447,643 

U.S.  a  P.R.  Totals  (125  UZA) ...._ . . . 

U.S.  Totals  <396  UZA1 . . . 

139,167,177 

140,991,560 

158.258,878 

160,384,133 

Sample  of  Letter  Sent  to  All  Governors 
November  6, 1991. 

The  Honorable  Pete  Wilson, 

Governor  of  California,  The  Capitol, 
Sacramento,  California  95814, 

Dear  Governor  Wilson:  I  am  writing  to 
discuss  some  of  the  changes  resulting  from 
the  1990  U.S.  Census  and  their  e^ect  on  the 
Urban  Mass  Transportation  Administration 
(UMTA)  formula  and  planning  programs  in 
California. 

As  you  know,  seven  new  urbanized  areas 
have  been  designated  within  the  State  of 
California.  These  urbanized  areas  are  now 
eligible  to  receive  UMTA  section  9  trapsit 
assistance  funds.  Some  of  these  areas 
received  State-administered  UMTA  section 
18  funds  for  public  transportation  in 
nonurbanized  areas  (under  50,000 
population).  I  would  like  to  ensure  that  there 
is  a  smooth  transition  for  these  areas  from 
section  18  to  section  9  funding. 

By  statute,  section  9  funds  are  made 
available  to  the  Governor  for  expenditure  in 
urb^zed  areas  with  less  than  200,000 
population.  As  Governor,  you  are  the 
designated  recipient  for  section  9  funds  on 
behalf  of  these  areas  unless  you  designate 
another  recipient  (or  recipients]  at  the  State 
or  local  level.  If  you  do  not  plan  to  be  the 
designated  recipient  of  section  9  funds  on 
behalf  of  these  newly-defmed  urbanized 
areas,  please  document  your  choice  of 
designated  recipientfs)  in  a  letter  to  UMTA. 
For  each  new  designated  recipient,  an 
opinion  of  counsel  certifying  to  the  entity's 
legal  capacity  to  perform  this  function  is  also 
required. 


I  should  note  that  UMTA  has  been 
encouraging  States  to  be  the  section  9 
recipient/grantee  on  behalf  of  small 
urbanized  areas  for  several  years.  In  light  of 
the  added  number  of  small  urbanized  areas,  I 
would  like  to  ask  you  to  again  consider 
expanding  the  State's  role  as  recipient  of 
these  funds. 

Section  9  grants  cannot  be  approved  for  a 
new  urbanized  area  unless  the  proposed 
program  of  projects  is  the  result  of  a  local 
planning  process.  The  projects  must  be 
contained  in  the  area's  Transportation 
Improvement  Program  (TIP)  which  has  been 
endorsed  by  a  metropolitan  planning 
organization  (MPO).  Thus,  if  a  new  urbanized 
area  wants  to  receive  section  9  funding,  and 
there  is  not  an  MPO  which  can  serve  it,  one 
must  be  established.  Under  current  statute 
and  regulations,  designation  of  an  MPO  must 
be  made  “*  *  *  by  agreement  among  the  units 
of  general  purpose  local  government  and  the 
Governor.” 

The  new  urbanized  areas  are  also  eligible 
to  receive  section  8  planning  grants,  either 
directly  to  an  established  KfiPO,  or  through 
the  State  transportation  agency.  State 
agencies  may  assist  in  developing  the  local 
plan.  This  may  be  particularly  appropriate  in 
this  transition  year  when  the  planning 
process  may  need  to  be  expected  to  permit 
funding  continuity. 

We  at  UMTA  look  forward  to  working  with 
you  to  implement  the  changes  resulting  from 
the  new  census.  Should  you  have  any 
questions  about  the  transition  of  the  newly 
urbanized  areas,  or  the  establishment  of  new 
MPO's,  please  feel  free  to  contact  the 


Regional  Administrator,  Mr.  Stewart  F. 
Taylor,  and  his  staff  in  our  San  Francisco 
office. 

Sincerely, 

Brian  W.  Clymer 

Newly-Defined  1990  Urbanized  Areas 


Alphabetically 

Brunswick,  GA . 

Crystal  Lake,  IL . 

D^ona,  FL . 

Denton,  TX . 

Dover,  DE . . . 

Frederick,  MD . 

Fredericksburg.  VA . 

Greenville,  NC . 

Hesperia— Apple  Valley— Victorville, 

CA . 

Holland.  Ml . 

Hyarmis,  MA . 

Idaho  Falls,  ID . 

Indio— Coachella,  CA . . . 

Ithaca,  NY . 

Kissimmee,  FL . 

Lewisville,  TX . 

Lodi,  CA . 

Logan,  UT . 

Lompoc,  CA . 

Longmont  CO. . 

Myrtle  Beach,  SC . . 

Pottstown,  PA . . . 

Punta  Gorda,  FL . 

Rocky  Mount  NC . . 

San  Luis  Obi^,  CA . . . 

Slidell.  LA . . . . 

Sprirrg  Hill,  FL . . 

Stuart  FL . 

Sumter,  SC . . . 

Titusville,  FL . . 

Vacaville,  CA . . 


'  50,066 
72,498 
58,053 
66,445 
50,787 
58,393 
56,718 
55,884 

153,176 

62.418 
66,713 
56,356 
56,036 
50,132 

55.419 
79,433 

55.590 
50,401 

56.591 
52,464 
58,384 
53,371 
67,033 
50,870 
50,305 
54,084 
52,056 
80,069 
57,632 
51,549 
71,535 


mmmmmmm 
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Newly-Defined  1990  Urbanized 
Areas — Ck>ntinued 


Newly-Defined  1990  Urbanized 
Areas— Continued 


Punta  Gorda.  FL..„ 

Spring  Ha.  FI _ 

StuarL  FL _ 

TitusvNIe,  FL . 

Varo  Beach,  FL 
e  Georgia 
Brurawricfc,  GA. _ 

•  Idaho 

Idaho  FaNs.  ID . 

e  HNnoie 

Cry^  Lake,  II _ 

•  Louisiana 

SlideN.  LA _ 

e  Maryland 

Frederick,  MO _ 

e  Massachusetts 

Hyannis,  MA . . 

e  Michigan 

Holland,  Ml . 

e  North  Carolina 

Greenville,  NC _ 

Rocky  MounL  NC.. 


Newly-Defined  1990  Urbanized 
Areas— Continued 


e  New  York 
Ithaca,  NY . . . 

•  Pennsylvania 

Pottstc^  Pa . . 

•  South  Carolirra 

Myrtle  Beach,  SC _ 

Sumter,  SC _ 

•  Texas 

Denton,  TX _ 

Lewlsv«e,TX _ 

•  Utah 

Logan,  LIT . . 

•  Virginia 
FrederickstMrg,  VA.. 

e  Puerto  Rico 

Cayey,  PR _ 

Humacao,  PR_.. . 


55,884  92-8828  Piled  4-22-92;  8:45  am] 

50,870  BnXMQ  coot  4ei0-22-M 


